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rules in their respective countries. Providing a comparative look at this important area,
this Article examines the applicable practices and procedures in the common law nations of Australia, Canada, England and Wales, New Zealand, and the United States.
I. THE INTERROGATION PROCESS
A. Must warnings be given when law enforcement officers interrogate? Under
what circumstances? What is the substance of those warnings?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
Australia consists of nine jurisdictions in a federal constitutional system, being
the Commonwealth of Australia, six states, and two territories that have been granted
a limited right of self-government by the federal government.1 Commonwealth law
applies in all states and territories alongside the laws made by the legislatures of
those jurisdictions, and federal law enforcement agencies operate within each of the
states and territories separately from, but at times in conjunction with, the state and
territory police forces and other investigative agencies.2 In each jurisdiction, the
criminal law, including the law of criminal procedure and the law of evidence as it
affects criminal proceedings, is largely set out in legislation enacted by the government
of that jurisdiction, augmented by the common law.
In general terms, law enforcement officers in all Australian jurisdictions are obliged by legislation to afford arrested suspects (i.e., persons they reasonably suspect
to have been involved in the commission of an offence) a number of rights before
they question them in respect of the matter under investigation.3 One such right is
a caution to the effect, generally, that the suspect is not obliged to answer questions,
and that anything they say or do during the course of an interview may be used in
1

In order of the most populous to the least, the states and territories are: New South
Wales, Victoria, Queensland, Western Australia, South Australia, Tasmania, Australian Capital
Territory, and Northern Territory. There are other territories, including external territories, but
they do not have separate legislatures and statutory frameworks.
2
The Australian Legal System, AUSTL. NAT’L UNIV., https://libguides.anu.edu.au/c.php
?g=634887&p=4547083 [https://perma.cc/ET28-8TZX] (last visited May 6, 2021).
3
See, e.g., Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) ss 3, 3V–3ZQ (Austl.); Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) s 139
(Austl.); Law Enforcement (Powers and Responsibilities) Act 2002 (NSW) ss 114–131 (Austl.);
Evidence Act 1995 (NSW) s 139 (Austl.); Crimes Act 1958 (Vic) ss 464A-464J (Austl.); Police
Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000 (Qld) ss 391, 396–441 (Austl.); Criminal Investigation
Act 2006 (WA) ss 136–143 (Austl.); Summary Offences Act 1953 (SA) s 79A (Austl.); Bail
Act 1985 (SA) s 13 (Austl.); Evidence Act 2011 (ACT) s 139 (Austl.); Crimes Act 2000 (ACT)
s 222 (Austl.); Evidence Act 2001 (Tas) s 139 (Austl.); Criminal Law (Detention and Interrogation) Act 1995 (Tas) ss 4–6, 9 (Austl.); Police Administration Act 1978 (NT) ss 127, 135,
140 (Austl.). The New South Wales, ACT, and Tasmanian provisions mirror the Commonwealth
provisions. I note also that, despite the title of the South Australian statute, it contains the law
concerning the arrest and interviewing of suspects for indictable offences (which are generally tried before juries).
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evidence in a court of law.4 Across the jurisdictions there are different formulations
of the caution, but flexibility is allowed in respect of the wording to ensure that a
suspect understands the substance of the caution. The caution may be given on more
than one occasion in an officer’s dealings with a suspect, which will usually culminate in a videorecorded interview. Further, in two jurisdictions the content of the
caution is not set out in the statute and must be discerned from other sources.5
Before the enactment of statutory provisions stipulating the rights of suspects
and the obligations of law enforcement officers in respect of questioning (or interrogation) of suspects, there was no requirement at common law for a law enforcement
officer to caution a suspect in respect of his or her right to remain silent and the use
that could be made of anything said by the suspect.6 The common law principles
governing the admissibility or discretionary exclusion of confessions (or, more broadly,
admissions relevant to the commission of the offence)7 made by accused persons did
not create such an obligation, but, over time, they provided the context for the potential consequences of a failure to caution. The principles, which continue to apply,
consist of two “definite”8 rules that predicate the admissibility of evidence of a
confession upon the confession being “voluntary,” and three discretionary bases for
the exclusion of such evidence even if it is found to have been voluntary.9 The discretionary bases were summarised by Gleeson CJ in Tofilau v The Queen:
The first is a case where it would be unfair to the accused to admit
the statement. The relevant form of unfairness is related to the
law’s protection of the rights and privileges of the accused person.
The second is a case where considerations of public policy, such
as considerations that might be enlivened by improper police
4

Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) s 23F; Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) s 139; Law Enforcement (Powers
and Responsibilities) Act 2002 (NSW) s 122; Evidence Act 1995 (NSW) s 139; Crimes Act
1958 (Vic) s 464A(3); Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000 (Qld) s 431(1); Criminal
Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 138; Summary Offences Act 1953 (SA) s 79A(3); Evidence Act
2011 (ACT) s 139; Evidence Act 2001 (Tas) s 139; Police Administration Act 1978 (NT) s 140.
5
Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000 (Qld) s 431(1) (referring to an obligation
to caution the person “in the way required under the responsibilities code”); Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 138 (referring simply to an arrested suspect’s entitlement “to be
cautioned before being interviewed as a suspect”). For the content of the caution in Western
Australia, see infra text accompanying note 20.
6
Carr v Western Australia (2007) 232 CLR 138, 141 (Austl.).
7
Henceforth I will use “confession” to encompass also relevant admissions that are not
explicitly a confession of the offence.
8
Tofilau v The Queen (2007) 231 CLR 396, 408 (Austl.). Although the meaning of
“definite” in this context is debatable (as appears from the judgments in Tofilau), it would appear
to denote that the rules do not involve the exercise of a discretion; rather, a finding that a confession was not voluntary will necessarily result in exclusion of the confession from the
evidence at trial.
9
231 CLR at 401–02, 408, 411, 416, 418–19, 422–23, 468–70.
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conduct, make it unacceptable to admit the statement. The third
concerns the general power of a trial court to reject evidence on
the ground that its prejudicial effect (that is to say, the danger of its
misuse, not its inculpatory force) outweighs its probative value.10
I will refer to the common law principles in more detail below in the context of what
would be an improper interrogation.
In England, in the absence of a common law requirement for a caution to be
given, the judges of the King’s Bench Division promulgated the Judges’ Rules for
the guidance of police officers in relation to obtaining evidence, especially confessional evidence, and those rules included a requirement that “[a]s soon as a police
officer has evidence which would afford reasonable grounds for suspecting that a
person has committed an offence,” the officer was required to caution the suspect
that they were not obliged to say anything unless they wished to do so, but what they
said would be put into writing and given in evidence.11 Aspects of the Judges’ Rules,
including the requirement for a caution, were adopted in Australia in practices and
standing orders implemented by the various commissioners of police, and continue
to apply in updated forms.12 However, the Judges’ Rules have never been law in
Australia, although they have been recognised as useful guides to the propriety of
police conduct for the purpose of considering the exercise of the discretion to
exclude confessional statements.13 Commissioners’ circulars and standing orders have
been regarded in the same way,14 although some orders may fall into the category
of subsidiary legislation, breach of which will mean the police conduct was unlawful
and would engage the public policy head of discretionary exclusion.15
The rights of arrested suspects and the obligations of police officers in respect
of them are now largely governed by legislation.16 There are differences between the
jurisdictions, although there are also common threads. A detailed comparison is
beyond the scope of this contribution. As I am a judge in Western Australia, I will
focus generally on the legislation in this State.
In general terms, the statutory provisions identify the rights of an arrested suspect
and impose obligations on investigating officers to enable the suspect to exercise those
10

Id. at 402; see also R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159, 189 (Austl.); Cleland v The
Queen (1982) 151 CLR 1, 5, 9 (Austl.).
11
Harling v Hall (1997) 94 A Crim R 437, 439 (Austl.) (quoting Practice Note (Judges’
Rules) [1964] 1 WLR 152 (Eng.)).
12
For the situation in Western Australia, see Norton v The Queen [2001] WASCA 207
(19 July 2001) 46–49 (Austl.).
13
R v Lee (1950) 82 CLR 133, 142–43 (Austl.); Van der Meer v The Queen (1988) 82
ALR 10, 15–16 (Mason CJ) (Austl.); Harling, 94 A Crim R at 439–40.
14
R v Collins (1979) 4 NTR 1, 28 (Gallop J) (Austl.); Norton, [2001] WASCA 207 at 60, 64.
15
Norton, [2001] WASCA 207 at 64.
16
In relation to the need for a caution when interviewing suspects, see for example Crimes
Act 1914 (Cth) s 23F (Austl.); Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) s 139 (Austl.).
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rights. The obligations take two forms: the provision of information and the facilitation of the suspect’s rights.
In Western Australia, the obligation to caution the suspect arises by way of the
need to afford the suspect his or her right to be cautioned before being interviewed.17
What it means to be “cautioned” is not defined in the statute.18 In that regard, the
provisions of the Criminal Investigations Act (CIA) differ from similar provisions
in other jurisdictions, most of which stipulate the terms of the caution.19
In Western Australia, the statute has been construed on the basis that it was
enacted in the knowledge of the long-established practice of a caution being given
to arrested suspects in this State in accordance with the Commissioner’s Orders and
Procedures Manual (COP’s Manual), which currently provides relevantly:
When a police officer administers a caution the words used
should be similar to:
‘You are not obliged to say anything unless you wish to do so,
but whatever you do say will be recorded and may later be given
in evidence.’
The exact words used may vary. In the case of children or others
who may have difficulty comprehending the caution it may be
necessary to break it down. What is critical is that a police officer
conveys it to the suspect and is satisfied that they understand:
•
•
•

They are free to speak or be silent or that they do not have
to answer questions (addresses voluntariness)
Whatever they say will be recorded (addresses fairness)
What they say may be communicated to a court in evidence
(addresses fairness).20

In practice, particularly during videorecorded interviews, the caution will be
elaborated upon by reference to the presence of the cameras and microphones and
the fact that the interview will be recorded on video, and by the use of words similar
to the caution in the Commonwealth Crimes Act, which refers to what the suspect
may do, as well as what they may say.21 Further, although it is not mandated by the
CIA or the COP’s Manual, it is almost invariably the practice that the interviewer
will ask the suspect to repeat the caution back in their own words to indicate their
understanding. As evidence that it is ingrained in training, that approach is taken
17

Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) ss 137(3), 138(2) (Austl.).
See id. s 138(2).
19
See sources cited supra note 4.
20
W. AUSTL.POLICE FORCE,POLICE MANUAL,at s QS-01.02.3 (2020); see Wright v Western
Australia [2010] WASCA 14 (29 January 2010) 3–4 (Austl.).
21
The need for a video recording arises by virtue of Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA)
s 118, which I will discuss later.
18
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irrespective of the suspect’s level of sophistication or legal knowledge. If breaks are
taken during the course of an interview, the suspect will be reminded of the caution
upon recommencement. There will sometimes also be reminders of the caution when
the suspect is asked to do something specific during the interview, such as making
a drawing or signing a photograph shown to him or her.
In Western Australia, the obligations to which I have referred, including the
giving of a caution, are not confined to police officers, but apply also to a “public
officer,” as defined in the CIA, and to “any person who holds an office with powers
to arrest people.”22 The statutes in other jurisdictions refer to “police officer,” “investigating official,” and “investigating member” (of the police).23 In all jurisdictions
except Queensland, the provisions relate to persons who are in custody, having been
arrested. In order to have arrested the suspect, the investigating officer must have
reasonably suspected that the person had committed, was committing, or was about
to commit an offence.24 A reasonable suspicion is a state of mind, based on known
facts, that is more than speculation but less than belief that the suspect is probably
guilty of the offence.25 The Queensland legislation refers to a “relevant person”
being a person who “is in the company of a police officer for the purpose of being
questioned as a suspect about his or her involvement in the commission of an
indictable offence.”26 The Crimes Act refers to a person who is under arrest and “a
protected suspect,”27 being a person who has not been arrested, but
is in the company of an investigating official for the purpose of
being questioned about a Commonwealth offence . . . [and in respect of whom] the official believes that there is sufficient evidence to establish that the person has committed the offence . . .
[or] the official would not allow the person to leave if the person
wished to do so . . . [or] the official has given the person reasonable grounds for believing that the person would not be allowed
to leave if he or she wished to do so . . . .28
It will be apparent that the statutory provisions in the Commonwealth jurisdiction (which are mirrored in New South Wales and Tasmania) and in Queensland are
22

Id. s 138(1) (“Public officer” is defined in section 3 to mean “a person, other than a police
officer, appointed under a written law to an office that is prescribed under section 9(1)” of
the CIA.).
23
See, e.g., Crimes Act 1958 (Vic) ss 464(3), 464C(1) (Austl.); Crimes Act 2000 (ACT)
s 212(a) (Austl.); Police Administration Act 1978 (NT) s 140 (Austl.).
24
See, e.g., Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 128.
25
See Lai v The Queen [2003] NTCCA 12 (14 November 2003) 9 (Austl.).
26
Police Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000 (Qld) s 415(1) (Austl.).
27
Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) s 23B(1), 23B(2) (Austl.).
28
Id. s 23B(2).
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engaged even if the person who is in the company of the police is not under arrest.
What is the situation in Western Australia if the police interview a person who they
have not arrested, but suspect of having committed the offence? Such a situation may
arise where a person attends the station voluntarily at the request of the police, or
where the suspect is already in custody as a sentenced prisoner. In the first instance, it
would be expected—if the police had a reasonable suspicion—that the person would
be arrested for the purposes of the interview so that he could be afforded his rights
under sections 137 and 138 of the Criminal Investigation Act.29 If that did not occur,
the common law principles would apply, as they would in the case of the sentenced
prisoner. A failure to inform the suspect of the offence for which he or she was being
investigated, or to caution the suspect, would be relevant factors in determining
whether any confession should be excluded in the exercise of discretion if objection
were taken.30
Finally, it should be noted that there are a number of statutory powers conferred
on investigating agencies by which persons who are believed to have relevant information may be compelled to provide that information. Examples can be found in
proceeds of crime legislation and the powers conferred on anti-corruption agencies.
They also include powers enabling police investigators to compel a suspect to unlock
a password protected electronic device (or provide information for that purpose).
There are checks and balances in such laws for the proper exercise of those powers. In
the case of compulsory examinations, there will ordinarily be a prohibition on the
use of evidence so obtained in criminal proceedings (other than for perjury) against the
person who has given the evidence.31 Section 23F(3) of the Crimes Act specifically
excludes the requirement for a caution “so far as another law of the Commonwealth
requires the person to answer questions put by, or do things required by, the investigating official.”32 On the other hand, it will be a requirement of procedural fairness
that persons who are compelled to answer questions or provide information by other
means under statutory provisions must be warned of the consequences of failing to
do so, which may include prosecution for contempt.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
The admissibility of statements is governed by two distinct, yet related, sources
of Canadian law: the common law confessions rule and the constitutional rules set
by section 10 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.33
29

See Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) ss 137, 138.
As to whether the person ought to be regarded as a suspect, see Western Australia v
Gibson [2014] WASC 240 (4 July 2014) 16–17 (Austl.).
31
See, e.g., Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 (WA) s 145(1) (Austl.).
32
See Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) s 23F(3).
33
See Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 10, Part I of the Constitution Act, 1982,
being Schedule B to the Canada Act, 1982, c 11 (U.K.).
30
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Dealing first with the common law, the “confessions rule” applies to any statement made by an individual to a person in authority.34 The prosecution must prove,
beyond a reasonable doubt, that such a statement was voluntary as a precondition
to admission.35 A voir dire into voluntariness must be held at trial unless the accused
has provided a clear, express, and unequivocal waiver.36
Voluntariness may be vitiated by threats, inducements, promises, oppressive
conditions, police trickery, or other circumstances that unfairly deny the suspect the
right to choose whether to speak to state authorities.37 It is not enough to show that
there was a promise or threat or other wrongdoing. There must be a link between the
impugned state conduct and the statement. It must be established that the suspect
chose to speak because of the promise or threat or inducement and that his or her
will was overborne.38 Voluntariness will also be vitiated if the suspect demonstrates
that he or she did not have an “operating mind” at the time of the statement,39 though
the threshold for an operating mind is very low.
Police in Canada abide by the “Judges’ Rules” originally developed in England,40
which require that a primary and, in some cases, a secondary caution be given to a
suspect. The primary caution reads:
[I wish to give you the following warning:] You need not say anything. You have nothing to hope from any promise or favour,
nothing to fear from any threat, whether or not you say anything.
Anything you do say may be used as evidence . . . Do you understand?41
The secondary caution is given where the suspect has already made a statement:
I wish to give you the following warning: You must clearly
understand that anything said to you previously should not
influence you or make you feel compelled to say anything at this
time. Whatever you felt influenced or compelled to say earlier
34

R v. Hodgson, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 449, 460–62 (Can.).
Id. at 460.
36
Id. at 454.
37
R. v. Oickle, 2000 SCC 38 para. 68, [2000] 2 S.C.R. 3, 42 (Can.).
38
See id. paras. 15, 33; R. v. Spencer, 2007 SCC 11 para. 13, [2007] 1 S.C.R. 500, 508
(Can.).
39
Hodgson, [1998] 2 S.C.R. at 462.
40
See, e.g., Clarkson v. The Queen, [1986] 1 S.C.R. 383, 399 (Can.).
41
R. v. Latimer, [1997] 1 S.C.R. 217, 225 (Can.); see SIMON VERDUN-JONES & ADAMIRA
TIJERINO, A REVIEW OF BRYDGES DUTY COUNSEL SERVICES IN CANADA 33, https://www.jus
tice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/csj-sjc/jsp-sjp/rr03_la4-rr03_aj4/rr03_la4.pdf [https://perma.cc/Z3A4
-L3LS] (last visited May 6, 2021).
35
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you are now not obliged to repeat nor are you obliged to say
anything further but whatever you do say may be given in evidence. Do you understand . . . ?42
These warnings are usually given after the Charter caution, which I will turn to
next.
Sections 10(a) and (b) of the Charter provide as follows:
10. Everyone has the right on arrest or detention
(a) to be informed promptly of the reasons therefor;
(b) to retain and instruct counsel without delay and to be informed of that right.43
Unlike the confessions rule which applies to any statement given to a person in
authority, section 10 applies only if a person is arrested or detained for constitutional
purposes.44 Detention may be physical or psychological in nature. Physical detention
is relatively easy to identify. Psychological detention can be more amorphous. It
arises either where 1) failure to comply with a police demand or direction gives rise
to liability, or 2) a reasonable person would conclude by reason of the state’s conduct
that he or she had no choice but to comply with a direction or demand.45 It is sometimes difficult to pinpoint the precise moment at which a detention commences.
Once it does, the rights under section 10 of the Charter are immediately engaged.
Section 10(a) imposes a duty on police to advise the detainee of the reasons for
the detention.46 Section 10(b) defines the right to counsel and imposes two sets of
obligations on police: 1) informational obligations, and 2) implementational obligations.47 The informational obligations require police to advise the detainee of the
right to retain and instruct counsel without delay, and the availability of free legal
advice from a duty counsel at a 1-800 number.48 This information must be given
42

R. v. Black, [1989] 2 S.C.R. 138, 144 (Can.); see VERDUN-JONES & TIJERINO, supra
note 41, at 33.
43
See Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 10, Part I of the Constitution Act,
1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act, 1982, c 11 (U.K.).
44
Compare R. v. Hodgson, [1998] 2 S.C.R. 449, 462 (Can.) (stating that the confessions
rule protects statements given during “the arrest, detention, examination or prosecution of the
accused” (quoting R. v. A.B. (1986), 26 C.C.C. (3d) 7, 26 (Can.))), with Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, s 10, Part I of the Constitution Act, 1982, being Schedule B to the Canada
Act, 1982, c 11 (U.K.) (stating that the right to be informed and retain counsel without delay
is available only for arrestees and detainees).
45
R. v. Grant, 2009 SCC 32 para. 30, [2009] 3 S.C.R. 353, 378–79 (Can.).
46
See Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 10, Part I of the Constitution Act, 1982,
being Schedule B to the Canada Act, 1982, c 11 (U.K.).
47
R. v. Prosper, [1994] 3 S.C.R. 236, 239 (Can.).
48
See id. at 241, 279.
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“immediately.”49 The implementational obligations require that police provide a
reasonable opportunity for the detainee to exercise the right to counsel (such as the
provision of a phone, in private) and that the police refrain from eliciting evidence
until the reasonable opportunity has been provided.
Sometimes police will be constitutionally obliged to provide another caution,
known as the “Prosper warning.”50 If a person asks to speak to counsel and then
changes their mind, police must tell the person that they still have a right to contact
a lawyer and that, during this time, the police cannot take any statements until they
had had a reasonable opportunity to contact a lawyer.51 In effect, the police must
advise the person of what they are giving up.
The following would be a typical section 10(b) caution given by police upon
detention:
I am arresting you for [name of offence(s)].
You have the right to retain and instruct counsel without delay.
You also have the right to free and immediate legal advice from
duty counsel by making free telephone calls to [toll-free phone
number(s)] during business hours and [toll-free phone number(s)] during non-business hours.
Do you understand?
Do you wish to call a lawyer now?
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
Criminal law within the UK is jurisdictionally differentiated and normatively
complex. The criminal law addressed in my contribution is the law and practice of
England and Wales, comprising a single, unified legal jurisdiction. Scotland and
Northern Ireland have their own, entirely separate criminal justice systems, and
Scottish law, in particular, diverges from English law in many significant ways.52
English criminal procedure law, broadly encompassing the doctrinal aspects of police
interrogation of criminal suspects, continues to be informed by common law thinking. The structure of criminal proceedings in England and Wales is fundamentally
adversarial. There is no consolidated criminal code in either substantive criminal law
or criminal procedure. Traditional common law precedents remain a primary source of
procedural law, but nowadays they increasingly play a subordinate role as authoritative
49

See id. at 241.
See id. at 278.
51
See id.
52
Cf. Cadder v. HM Advocate [2010] UKSC 43, [4], [22]–[24]; Pamela R. Ferguson, Repercussions of the Cadder Case: The ECHR’s Fair Trial Provisions and Scottish Criminal
Procedure, 2011 CRIM. L. REV. 743, 744, 746; Dimitrios Giannoulopoulos, North of the Border
and Across the Channel: Custodial Legal Assistance Reforms in Scotland and France, 2013
CRIM. L. REV. 369, 369–70, 382–84.
50
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LQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIVWDWXWRU\SURYLVLRQV0RUHRYHUOHJLVODWLRQDQGFDVHODZDUHVXS
SOHPHQWHGE\DGLYHUVHYDULHW\RIVHFRQGDU\OHJLVODWLRQFRGHVRISUDFWLFHFRXUWUXOHV
RIILFLDOJXLGDQFHDQGVXQGU\RWKHULQIRUPDOVRXUFHV FROOHFWLYHO\³KDUGZRUNLQJVRIW
ODZ´  ZLWK HQRUPRXV SUDFWLFDO VLJQLILFDQFH RXW RI DOO SURSRUWLRQ WR WKHLU ORZO\
MXULVSUXGHQWLDOVWDWXV
&ULPLQDOSURFHGXUHODZDQGPRUHSDUWLFXODUO\WKHWRSLFRISROLFHLQWHUURJDWLRQ
H[HPSOLILHVWKHQRUPDWLYHFRPSOH[LW\RI(QJOLVKODZ7KHPRVWLPSRUWDQWSLHFHRI
OHJLVODWLRQIRUSUHVHQWSXUSRVHVLVWKH3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO(YLGHQFH$FWJHQHU
DOO\UHIHUUHGWRDV³3$&(´3$&(UHSUHVHQWHGDZDWHUVKHGLQ(QJOLVKODZUHJXODWLQJ
SROLFHSRZHUVLQFOXGLQJSRZHUVRIDUUHVWVHDUFKVHL]XUHGHWHQWLRQDQGFXVWRGLDO
LQWHUURJDWLRQ$GLVWLQFWLYHIHDWXUHRIWKH3$&(IUDPHZRUNLVWKDWPRVWRIWKHGH
WDLOHGUXOHVZKLFKSROLFHIROORZRQDGD\WRGD\EDVLVDQGZKLFKVRPHWLPHVEHFRPH
WKHVXEMHFWRIOHJDODUJXPHQWLQFRXUWDUHQRWFRQWDLQHGLQWKHSULPDU\OHJLVODWLRQ
EXWLQDVHULHVRI&RGHVRI3UDFWLFH7KH3$&(&RGHVKDYHEHHQFRQWLQXRXVO\UHILQHG
DQGH[SDQGHGVLQFHWKHV3ROLFLQJLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHVLVVWLOORUJDQLVHGRQ
D ORFDO EDVLV ZLWK IRUW\WKUHH VHSDUDWH FRXQW\ SROLFH IRUFHV EXW LV LQFUHDVLQJO\
FHQWUDOO\GLUHFWHGE\SROLF\SULRULWLHVVHWE\WKH1DWLRQDO3ROLFH&KLHI¶V&RXQFLO
DQGWKH+RPH2IILFH$SUHVFULEHGPRGHORILQWHUYLHZLQJVXVSHFWVDQGZLWQHVVHV
LVWDXJKWWRSROLFHUHFUXLWVDQGLPSOHPHQWHGQDWLRQZLGH
7KH3$&(VWDWXWRU\IUDPHZRUNDQGFRGHVRISUDFWLFHDUHUHSOHWHZLWK
PDQGDWRU\ZDUQLQJV6XVSHFWVDUHFRQVWDQWO\WREHZDUQHGRIWKHLUULJKWVWRUHPDLQ
VLOHQWDQGWRUHFHLYHOHJDODGYLFH6XFKZDUQLQJVDUHLVVXHGIRUH[DPSOHRQDUUHVW


3HULRGLFDOO\UHYLVHG3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO(YLGHQFH$FW 3$&( &RGHVRI3UDFWLFH
GHVLJQDWHG$±+DUHLVVXHGE\WKH+RPH6HFUHWDU\SXUVXDQWWRVHFWLRQVDQG$RI3$&(
SeePolice and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) Codes of Practice*298. -XQH
 KWWSZZZJRYXNJXLGDQFHSROLFHDQGFULPLQDOHYLGHQFHDFWSDFHFRGHVRI
SUDFWLFHFXUUHQWYHUVLRQVRIWKHFRGHV>KWWSVSHUPDFF8(6&*=<@3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO
(YLGHQFH$FWFVV$ (QJ 7ZRRWKHULQIOXHQWLDOVRXUFHVRIµKDUGZRUNLQJVRIW
ODZ¶QRUPVSHUWLQHQWWRWKHSUHVHQWGLVFXVVLRQDUH 7KH&ULPLQDO3URFHGXUH5XOHV &ULP35
LQIRUFHDQGXSGDWHGDQQXDOO\VLQFH&ULPLQDO3URFHGXUH5XOHV6,
(QJ DQG WKH-XGLFLDO&ROOHJH¶VCrown Court Compendium  ZKLFKLVDSUDFWLFDOO\
RULHQWDWHG³EHQFKERRN´IRUWULDOMXGJHV7+(&52:1&2857&203(1',80 3LFWRQHWDOHGV
  KWWSVZZZMXGLFLDU\XNZSFRQWHQWXSORDGV&URZQ&RXUW&RPSHQGLXP
3DUW,'HFHPEHUDPHQGHGSGI>KWWSVSHUPDFF'**<%$@

See 3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO(YLGHQFH$FWF

See What We Do and Why1$7¶/32/,&(&+,()6¶&281&,/KWWSZZZQSFFSROLFH
XN$ERXW$ERXW13&&DVS[>KWWSVSHUPDFF15(%&=4@ ODVWYLVLWHG0DU 

SeePolice and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) Code G Revised Code of Practice
for the Statutory Power of Arrest by Police Officers+20(2))  KWWSVDVVHWV
SXEOLVKLQJVHUYLFHJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWXSORDGVV\VWHPXSORDGVDWWDFKPHQWBGDWDILOH
SDFHFRGHJSGI>KWWSVSHUPDFF8/*$@Police and Criminal Evidence
Act 1984 (PACE) Code C Revised Code of Practice for the Detention, Treatment and
Questioning of Persons by Police Officers+20(2))  >KHUHLQDIWHU3$&(&RGH

@
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RQEHLQJGHWDLQHGDWWKHSROLFHVWDWLRQZKHQHYHUDQLQWHUYLHZLVFRPPHQFHGRU
UHFRPPHQFHGDIWHUDEUHDNDQGZKHQHYHUVXVSHFWVDUHIRUPDOO\FKDUJHGZLWKDQ
RIIHQFH7KHJHQHUDOIRUPRIWKHFDXWLRQLVVSHFLILHGE\SDUDJUDSKRI3$&(
&RGH&³<RXGRQRWKDYHWRVD\DQ\WKLQJ%XWLWPD\KDUP\RXUGHIHQFHLI\RXGR
QRWPHQWLRQZKHQTXHVWLRQHGVRPHWKLQJZKLFK\RXODWHUUHO\RQLQ&RXUW$Q\WKLQJ
\RXGRVD\PD\EHJLYHQLQHYLGHQFH´
&RPPRQODZUHDGHUVZLOOLPPHGLDWHO\QRWLFHWKDWWKHFXUUHQWSROLFHFDXWLRQLQ
(QJODQGDQG:DOHVGRHVQRWFRQIRUPZLWKRXUWUDGLWLRQDOXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIFULPLQDO
VXVSHFWV¶ULJKWRIVLOHQFH7KLVGHYLDWLRQUHIOHFWVLPSRUWDQWOHJLVODWLYHFKDQJHVLQ
WURGXFHGE\WKH&ULPLQDO-XVWLFHDQG3XEOLF2UGHU$FW7ULDOMXGJHV¶GXW\WR
GLUHFWMXURUVRQWKHSHUPLVVLELOLW\RIGUDZLQJDGYHUVHLQIHUHQFHVIURPWKHDFFXVHG¶V
SUHWULDOVLOHQFHLVVXEMHFWWRGHWDLOHGOHJLVODWLYHSUHFRQGLWLRQVIXUWKHUHPEURLGHUHG
LQFDVHODZ:KHUHWKHHQXPHUDWHGSUHFRQGLWLRQVGRQRWSHUWDLQDGLIIHUHQWVLPSOHU
FDXWLRQLVWREHJLYHQDVVSHFLILHGE\$QQH[&WR3$&(&RGH&³<RXGRQRWKDYH
WRVD\DQ\WKLQJEXWDQ\WKLQJ\RXGRVD\PD\EHJLYHQLQHYLGHQFH´
1(:=($/$1'+21-8'*(+$59(<
6HFWLRQRIWKH1HZ=HDODQG%LOORI5LJKWV$FW 1=%25$ SURYLGHV
WKDW³>H@YHU\RQHZKRLVDUUHVWHGRUZKRLVGHWDLQHGXQGHUDQ\HQDFWPHQW´KDVWKH
ULJKWWREHLQIRUPHGRI
 WKHUHDVRQIRUWKHLUGHWHQWLRQ
 WKHLU³ULJKWWRFRQVXOWDQGLQVWUXFWDODZ\HUZLWKRXWGHOD\´DQG
 WKHLUULJKWWRUHIUDLQIURPPDNLQJDQ\VWDWHPHQW
6HFWLRQRQO\DSSOLHVWRWKRVH³DUUHVWHGRUGHWDLQHGXQGHUDQ\HQDFWPHQW´
$QDUUHVWRUGHWHQWLRQXQGHUDQ\HQDFWPHQWRFFXUVZKHQ³ D WKHDUUHVWHUE\ZRUGV
RUFRQGXFWPDNHVLWFOHDUWRWKHSHUVRQEHLQJDUUHVWHGWKDWKHRUVKHLVQRORQJHUIUHH
WRJRZKHUHKHRUVKHSOHDVHVDQG E WKHSHUVRQEHLQJDUUHVWHGNQRZVWKDWKHRUVKH
LVQRORQJHUIUHHWROHDYH´
&@KWWSVDVVHWVSXEOLVKLQJVHUYLFHJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWXSORDGVV\VWHPXSORDGVDWWDFKPHQW
BGDWDILOHSDFHFRGHFSGI>KWWSVSHUPDFF9&-9=@

See 3$&(&RGH&supra QRWH

Id.DW

Id.DW

Id.DW

See &ULPLQDO-XVWLFHDQG3XEOLF2UGHU$FWFV (QJ 

3$&(&RGH&supra QRWH$QQH[&SDUD

1HZ=HDODQG%LOORI5LJKWV$FWV 1= 

Id.

Arahanga v. R >@1=&$>@1=/5DW>@ 1= 1RWDEO\³DUUHVWHG´
LQVHFWLRQ  LVQRWOLPLWHGWRODZIXORUIRUPDODUUHVWVSee R v. Kirifi>@1=/5 &$
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$QDUUHVWLV
RI D PL[HG REMHFWLYH DQG VXEMHFWLYH QDWXUH >WKH TXHVWLRQ@ LV
ZKHWKHUWKHVXVSHFWKDV³DUHDVRQDEO\KHOGEHOLHILQGXFHGE\
SROLFHFRQGXFWWKDWKHRUVKHLVQRWIUHHWROHDYH´$FRPPRQ
VHQVHTXHVWLRQWRDVNLVZKHWKHUWKHUHZDVVRPHIRUPRIVXEVWDQWLDO
LQWHUIHUHQFHZLWKSHUVRQDOOLEHUW\LQWKHOLJKWRIWKHQDWXUH
SXUSRVHH[WHQWDQGGXUDWLRQRIWKHFRQVWUDLQW6RPHWKLQJPRUH
LVUHTXLUHGWKDQD³WHPSRUDU\FKHFNKLQGUDQFHRULQWUXVLRQRQ
WKHFLWL]HQ¶VOLEHUW\´
7KH³SROLFHFRQGXFW´LQGXFLQJWKHUHTXLVLWHEHOLHIPXVWEHVRPHWKLQJEH\RQG
WKHJHQHUDOHQYLURQPHQWRIWKHLQWHUYLHZ&RQGXFWVXIILFLHQWWRLQGXFHDEHOLHILQ
GHWHQWLRQPD\LQFOXGH³ZRUGVLQGLFDWLQJWKDWDZLWQHVVLVREOLJHGWRFRRSHUDWH
JHQHUDOO\LQWLPLGDWLQJEHKDYLRXUE\WKHSROLFHRUZRUGVLQGLFDWLQJWKDWWKHSHUVRQ
WREHLQWHUYLHZHGLVVXVSHFWHGRIDVHULRXVFULPH´
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHDERYH1=%25$SURYLVLRQVWKH3UDFWLFH1RWHRQ3ROLFH4XHV
WLRQLQJLVVXHGE\IRUPHU&KLHI-XVWLFH6LDQ(OLDVRQ-XO\LVDOVRRIUHOHYDQFH
&ODXVHSURYLGHV
:KHQHYHU D PHPEHU RI WKH SROLFH KDV VXIILFLHQW HYLGHQFH WR
FKDUJHDSHUVRQZLWKDQRIIHQFHRUZKHQHYHUDPHPEHURIWKH
SROLFHVHHNVWRTXHVWLRQDSHUVRQLQFXVWRG\WKHSHUVRQPXVWEH
FDXWLRQHGEHIRUHEHLQJLQYLWHGWRPDNHDVWDWHPHQWRUDQVZHU
TXHVWLRQV7KHFDXWLRQWREHJLYHQLV
D  WKDW WKH SHUVRQ KDV WKH ULJKW WR UHIUDLQ IURP PDNLQJ DQ\
VWDWHPHQWDQGWRUHPDLQVLOHQW
E WKDWWKHSHUVRQKDVWKHULJKWWRFRQVXOWDQGLQVWUXFWDODZ\HU
ZLWKRXWGHOD\DQGLQSULYDWHEHIRUHGHFLGLQJZKHWKHUWRDQVZHU
TXHVWLRQVDQGWKDWVXFKULJKWPD\EHH[HUFLVHGZLWKRXWFKDUJH
XQGHUWKH3ROLFH'HWHQWLRQ/HJDO$VVLVWDQFH6FKHPH
F WKDWDQ\WKLQJVDLGE\WKHSHUVRQZLOOEHUHFRUGHGDQGPD\EH
JLYHQLQHYLGHQFH
DW 1= ,IWKHDUUHVWLVXQODZIXOIRUH[DPSOHLILWLVLQWKHDEVHQFHRIWKHUHTXLVLWH³UHDVRQ
DEOHJURXQGV´RU³JRRGFDXVH´LWZLOOVWLOOEHDQDUUHVWIRUWKHSXUSRVHVRIVHFWLRQSee id.

Yoganathanv. R>@1=&$DW>@ 1=  FLWDWLRQVRPLWWHG 

R v. McCallum>@1=+&DW>@ 1= 

Id. DW>@

See generally 6LDQ (OLDV 35$&7,&( 127(²32/,&( 48(67,21,1*     2) 7+(
(9,'(1&($&7   KWWSVZZZFRXUWVRIQ]JRYWQ]DVVHWVJRLQJWRFRXUWSUDFWLFH
GLUHFWLRQVSUDFWLFHQRWHVKLJKFRXUWSQSROLFHTSGI>KWWSVSHUPDFF)6&46+@

Id. DW±

@
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,QWHUPVRIWKHVSHFLILFFRQWHQWRIWKHUHTXLUHGFDXWLRQVLQLQIRUPLQJDSHUVRQ
RIWKHLUULJKWVWKHFRXUW¶VSULPDU\FRQFHUQKDVEHHQ³WKHVXEVWDQFHDQGLQWHOOLJLELOLW\
RIWKHDGYLFHQRWDQ\VSHFLILFIRUPRIZRUGV´
81,7('67$7(606%522.
7KHODZRIFULPLQDOSURFHGXUHLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVLVHQWLUHO\EDVHGRQWKH86
&RQVWLWXWLRQDVLQWHUSUHWHGE\WKH866XSUHPH&RXUW1RWVXUSULVLQJO\JLYHQWKH
EURDGODQJXDJH RI WKH&RQVWLWXWLRQWKHUHDUHIHZFOHDUDQVZHUVWRDQ\RIWKHVH
TXHVWLRQV:KDWLVFOHDUKRZHYHULVWKDWODZHQIRUFHPHQWRIILFHUVLQWKH86KDYH
ORQJFRQVLGHUHGFRQIHVVLRQVWREHWKH³JROGVWDQGDUG´SURRIRIJXLOW/LNHZLVHWKH
866XSUHPH&RXUWKDVORQJUHFRJQL]HGWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIFRQIHVVLRQVDWWULDO$QG
WHOHYLVLRQ¶VPRVWXELTXLWRXVLQWHUURJDWRULaw & Order'HWHFWLYH³%REE\´*RUHQ
UHLQIRUFHVWKLVYLHZHYHU\WLPHKHZKLVSHUV³:LWKWKHULJKWTXHVWLRQV\RXFDQILQG
RXWDQ\WKLQJ´
$OWKRXJKWKH)RXUWHHQWK$PHQGPHQWZDVUDWLILHGDQGPDGHSDUWRIWKH86
&RQVWLWXWLRQLQLWWRRNDOPRVWVHYHQW\\HDUVIRUWKH&RXUWWRGHFLGHWKDWWKH
DPHQGPHQW¶V'XH3URFHVV&ODXVHSURKLELWHGWKHDGPLVVLRQRIFRHUFHGFRQIHVVLRQV
LQVWDWHFRXUWV7KHFDVHZDVBrown v. MississippiDQGWKHKRUULILFIDFWVLQWKHFDVH
OHIWWKH&RXUWOLWWOHFKRLFH7KHXQGLVSXWHGIDFWVLQBrownUHYHDOHGWKDWDOOWKUHHRI
WKHGHIHQGDQWVZHUH%ODFNPHQZKRKDGEHHQEUXWDOO\WRUWXUHGSULRUWRFRQIHVVLQJ
,QBrownILQGLQJWKDWWKHDFWLRQVRIWKHSROLFHZHUH³UHYROWLQJWRWKHVHQVHRI
MXVWLFH´WKH&RXUWFUHDWHGDQHZDUHDRIFRQVWLWXWLRQDOODZWRGHDOZLWKWKHSUREOHP
RILQYROXQWDU\FRQIHVVLRQV,WKHOGWKDWWKH)RXUWHHQWK$PHQGPHQW¶V'XH3URFHVV
&ODXVHOLPLWHGWKHDPRXQWDQGW\SHRISUHVVXUHVWDWHDQGORFDOODZHQIRUFHPHQW
FRXOGXVHWRSHUVXDGHVXVSHFWVWRFRQIHVVDQGJDYHIHGHUDOMXGJHVWKHSRZHUWR
HQIRUFHWKRVHOLPLWV
2QHREVHUYHUQRWHGWKDW


Gallichan v. Police >@1=&$DW>@ 1= 
See, e.g.3HRSOHY3RZHOO0LVFG 1<6XS&W 

See&KULV$GGHR ION Television Becomes Only Network to Have All Three “Law and
Order” Series, the Most-Watched Franchise in History of TV*/2%(1(:6:,5( 6HSW
$0 KWWSVZZZJOREHQHZVZLUHFRPQHZVUHOHDVH
HQLRQWHOHYLVLRQEHFRPHVRQO\QHWZRUNWRKDYHDOOWKUHHODZRUGHUVHULHVWKHPRVW
ZDWFKHGIUDQFKLVHLQKLVWRU\RIWYKWPO>KWWSVSHUPDFF.:(<@

Law & Order: Criminal Intent 1%&WHOHYLVLRQEURDGFDVW 

86&2167DPHQG;,9 ³>1@RUVKDOODQ\VWDWHGHSULYHDQ\SHUVRQRIOLIHOLEHUW\
RUSURSHUW\ZLWKRXWGXHSURFHVVRIODZ´ 

86  

Id.

Id. DW

Id.7KHWRUWXUHRIWKHWKUHHGHIHQGDQWVLQFOXGHGKDQJLQJWKHPIURPWUHHOLPEVW\LQJ
WKHPWRWKHWUHHVZKLSSLQJWKHPUHKDQJLQJWKHPGULYLQJWKHPWRDGLVWDQWFRXQW\DQGWKHQ
ZKLSSLQJWKHPXQWLOWKH\FRQIHVVHGId. DW±
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>$@OWKRXJKWKHBrown&RXUWGLGQRWRSHQO\DGGUHVVWKHUROHWKDW
UDFHSOD\HGLQWKHFDVH³WKHRSLQLRQ¶VUHSHDWHGUHIHUHQFHVWRWKH
UDFHRIWKHPXUGHUYLFWLPWKHUDFHRIWKHGHIHQGDQWVDQGWKHUDFH
RIWKHLUDWWDFNHUVGRPRUHWKDQPHUHO\GHPRQVWUDWHDJHQHUDO
DZDUHQHVVRIWKHLQVWLWXWLRQDOL]HGUDFLVPH[LVWLQJLQWKDWWLPH
DQGSODFH´
8QIRUWXQDWHO\LVVXHVRIUDFHFRQWLQXHWRSHUPHDWHWKHODZRIFULPLQDOSURFHGXUHLQ
WKH8QLWHG6WDWHVDVZLOOEHFRPHDSSDUHQWLQP\DQVZHUVEHORZ
,QWKHWKLUW\\HDUVIROORZLQJBrownWKH6XSUHPH&RXUWUHYLHZHGDOPRVWWKUHH
GR]HQFDVHVLQZKLFKLWJUDSSOHGZLWKWKHSUREOHPRIFRHUFHGFRQIHVVLRQVDSSO\LQJ
DWRWDOLW\RIWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVWHVWWRWKHLQGLYLGXDOIDFWVRIHDFKFDVH0DQ\OLNH
BrownLQYROYHGH[WUHPHSK\VLFDOWRUWXUHRI%ODFNPHQLQWKH6RXWK2WKHUVLQ
FOXGHGSV\FKRORJLFDOFRHUFLRQVXFKDVSURORQJHGLQWHUURJDWLRQVDQGWKUHDWVRIPRE
YLROHQFH,QKDYLQJPDGHVROLWWOHSURJUHVVLQWKHHOLPLQDWLRQRIRIILFLDOFRHU
FLRQWKH&RXUWFKDQJHGGLUHFWLRQLQWKHODQGPDUNRSLQLRQRIMiranda v. Arizona
,QMirandaLQVWHDGRIUHO\LQJRQWKH)RXUWHHQWK$PHQGPHQWWKH&RXUWORRNHG
WRWKH)LIWK$PHQGPHQW¶VSULYLOHJHDJDLQVWVHOILQFULPLQDWLRQDQGKHOGWKDWWKH
SURVHFXWLRQPXVWVKRZWKDW³SURFHGXUDOVDIHJXDUGVHIIHFWLYHWRVHFXUHWKHSULYLOHJH´
ZHUHLQSODFHSULRUWRLQWHUURJDWLRQ)RUWKHILUVWWLPHODZHQIRUFHPHQWRIILFHUV


7UDFH\0DFOLQA Comprehensive Analysis of the History of Interrogation Law, with
Some Shots Directed at 0LUDQGDY$UL]RQD%8/5(9±   TXRWLQJ
0RUJDQ&ORXGTorture and Truth7(;/5(9   UHYLHZLQJ*(25*(
& 7+20$6 ,,,  5,&+$5' $ /(2 &21)(66,2162) *8,/7 )520 725785(72 MIRANDA
$1'%(<21'  see also0LFKDHO-.ODUPDQThe Racial Origins of Modern Criminal
Procedure0,&+/5(9  

%HWZHHQDQGWKH&RXUWUHYLHZHGWKLUW\RQHFDVHVLQYROYLQJFRQIHVVLRQVRE
WDLQHGE\SK\VLFDORUSV\FKRORJLFDOFRHUFLRQQLQHRIZKLFKZHUHFLWHGLQQRWHVL[RIWKHMiranda
RSLQLRQ2IWKHWZHQW\WZRUHYHUVHGFRQYLFWLRQVIRXUWHHQGHIHQGDQWVZHUH%ODFNVL[ZHUH
ZKLWHDQGWZRZHUHRIXQNQRZQUDFH:LOIUHG-5LW]Twenty-Five Years of State Criminal
Confession Cases in the U.S. Supreme Court:$6+ /((/5(9±  

See, e.g.$VKFUDIWY7HQQHVVHH86±   KROGLQJWKDWWKLUW\VL[
KRXUVRIUHOD\WHDPVHQJDJLQJLQFRQWLQXRXVTXHVWLRQLQJUHVXOWLQJLQFRQIHVVLRQVZDVLQ
KHUHQWO\FRHUFLYH &KDPEHUVY)ORULGD86±   KROGLQJWKDWDJURXS
RI\RXQJ%ODFNPHQLQIHDURIPREYLROHQFHWDNHQE\VKHULII¶VRIILFHUVWRDGLIIHUHQWFRXQW\KHOG
LQFRPPXQLFDGRDQGTXHVWLRQHGLQFHVVDQWO\E\DJURXSRIZKLWHRIILFHUVDQGRWKHUXQNQRZQ
ZKLWHPHQRYHUDILYHGD\SHULRGXQWLOWKH\FRQIHVVHGYLRODWHGGXHSURFHVV 

86  7KHMiranda&RXUWH[SODLQHGLWVOHQJWK\RSLQLRQZDVUHTXLUHG
³EHFDXVHRIWKHQDWXUHRIWKHSUREOHPDQGEHFDXVHRILWVUHFXUUHQWVLJQLILFDQFHLQQXPHURXV
FDVHV´ Id.DW

See 86&2167DPHQG9 ³>1@RUVKDOO>DQ\SHUVRQ@EHFRPSHOOHGLQDQ\FULPLQDOFDVH
WREHDZLWQHVVDJDLQVWKLPVHOI´ 

Miranda86DW±

@
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ZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRZDUQSHUVRQVWDNHQLQWRFXVWRG\RIWKHLU)LIWK$PHQGPHQW
ULJKWVEHIRUHLQWHUURJDWLRQFRXOGEHJLQ7REHFOHDUKRZHYHUWKHGHFLVLRQGLGQRW
DEURJDWHWKH&RXUW¶VGXHSURFHVVDQDO\VLVZKLFKDVZHVKDOOVHHUHPDLQVDQLP
SRUWDQWSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWWKHXVHRIFRHUFHGFRQIHVVLRQVDWWULDO
6RWKHDQVZHUWRZKHWKHUZDUQLQJVPXVWEHJLYHQSULRUWRLQWHUURJDWLRQLQWKH
86LV\HV
:KHQWKHZDUQLQJVPXVWEHJLYHQLVPRUHFRPSOLFDWHG7KHMiranda&RXUWKHOG
WKDWZDUQLQJVPXVWEHJLYHQZKHQHYHUDSHUVRQLVVXEMHFWWRFXVWRGLDOLQWHUURJDWLRQ
GHILQHGDV³TXHVWLRQLQJLQLWLDWHGE\ODZHQIRUFHPHQWRIILFHUVDIWHUDSHUVRQKDVEHHQ
WDNHQLQWRFXVWRG\RURWKHUZLVHGHSULYHGRIKLVIUHHGRPRIDFWLRQLQDQ\VLJQLILFDQW
ZD\´7RGD\FRXUWV²DQGODZHQIRUFHPHQW²FRQWLQXHWRVWUXJJOHZLWKWKHPHDQ
LQJRIFXVWRG\
,QOregon v. MathiasonZKHUHWKHTXHVWLRQLQJRFFXUUHGLQVLGHDSROLFHVWDWLRQ
WKH&RXUWEHJDQWRDQVZHUWKRVHTXHVWLRQV%XWUDWKHUWKDQIRFXVLQJRQWKHORFDWLRQ
RIWKHTXHVWLRQLQJWKH&RXUWORRNHGWRWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVVXUURXQGLQJWKHTXHVWLRQ
LQJ ³>7@KH UHTXLUHPHQW RI ZDUQLQJV >LV QRW@ WR EH LPSRVHG VLPSO\ EHFDXVH WKH
TXHVWLRQLQJWDNHVSODFHLQWKHVWDWLRQKRXVHMirandaZDUQLQJVDUHUHTXLUHG
RQO\ZKHUHWKHUHKDVEHHQVXFKDUHVWULFWLRQRQDSHUVRQ¶VIUHHGRPDVWRUHQGHUKLP
µLQFXVWRG\¶´
7KHLQTXLU\LVDWZRSDUWWHVW³>)@LUVWZKDWZHUHWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVVXUURXQGLQJ
WKHLQWHUURJDWLRQDQGVHFRQGJLYHQWKRVHFLUFXPVWDQFHVZRXOGDUHDVRQDEOHSHUVRQ
KDYHIHOWKHRUVKHZDVQRWDWOLEHUW\WRWHUPLQDWHWKHLQWHUURJDWLRQDQGOHDYH´
8QGHUWKLVWHVWHYHQTXHVWLRQLQJDQLQPDWHLQVLGHDSULVRQLVQRWQHFHVVDULO\
FXVWRGLDO,QHowes v. FieldsWKH&RXUWORRNHGERWKWRZKHWKHUWKHSULVRQHU¶VIUHH
GRPRIPRYHPHQWKDGEHHQFXUWDLOHGDQGWR³ZKHWKHUWKHUHOHYDQWHQYLURQPHQW


7ZR\HDUVDIWHUWKH&RXUW¶VMiranda GHFLVLRQDQXQKDSS\&RQJUHVVSDVVHG86&
PDNLQJWKHDGPLVVLELOLW\RIDFRQIHVVLRQVROHO\GHSHQGHQWRQZKHWKHUWKHFRQIHVVLRQ
ZDVYROXQWDULO\PDGHUHJDUGOHVVRIMiranda7KHVWDWXWHZDVEDVLFDOO\LJQRUHGXQWLOWKHLVVXH
FDPHEHIRUHWKH&RXUWLQDickerson v. United States86  ZKHQWKH&RXUW
PDGHFOHDUWKDWMirandaZDVDFRQVWLWXWLRQDOGHFLVLRQWKDWFRXOGQRWEHRYHUUXOHGE\VWDWXWH
Id.DW±

)RUDFRPSUHKHQVLYHUHYLHZRIKRZFRXUWVGHFLGHWKHTXHVWLRQRIYROXQWDULQHVVVHH
JHQHUDOO\3DXO0DUFXVIt’s Not Just About 0LUDQGD: Determining the Voluntariness of Confessions in Criminal Prosecutions9$/8/5(9  

Miranda86DW5DWKHUWKDQUHZULWHWKHWH[WRIWKH&RXUW¶VRSLQLRQV,KDYH
OHIWDVLVWKH&RXUW¶VXVHRIWKHZRUGV³KH´³KLV´DQG³KLP´WRUHIHUWRERWKPHQDQGZRPHQ

See3DXO0DUFXVThe 0LUDQGD Custody Requirement and Juveniles7(11/5(9
±  

86  

Id.DW,QStansbury v. CaliforniaWKH&RXUWH[SODLQHGWKDWWKHWHVW³GHSHQGVRQWKH
REMHFWLYHFLUFXPVWDQFHVRIWKHLQWHUURJDWLRQQRWRQWKHVXEMHFWLYHYLHZVKDUERUHGE\HLWKHUWKH
LQWHUURJDWLQJRIILFHUVRUWKHSHUVRQEHLQJTXHVWLRQHG´86  

7KRPSVRQY.HRKDQH86   IRRWQRWHRPLWWHG 



:,//,$0 0$5<%,//2)5,*+76-2851$/

>9RO

SUHVHQWVWKHVDPHLQKHUHQWO\FRHUFLYHSUHVVXUHVDVWKHW\SHRIVWDWLRQKRXVHTXHV
WLRQLQJDWLVVXHLQMiranda´,QHowesQHLWKHUZDVSUHVHQW
*LYHQDOOWKLVFDQLQWHUURJDWLRQLQVLGHRQH¶VKRPHHYHUEHFXVWRGLDO"7KHDQVZHU
LVDVROLGPD\EH,QWKHOHDGLQJFDVHRIOrozco v. TexasIRXURIILFHUVHQWHUHGWKH
GHIHQGDQW¶VEHGURRPDWDPDQGEHJDQTXHVWLRQLQJKLP$WWULDORQHRIILFHUWHV
WLILHGWKDWWKHGHIHQGDQWZDVQRWIUHHWROHDYHDQGZDVXQGHUDUUHVWDWWKHWLPHRIWKH
TXHVWLRQLQJ5HMHFWLQJWKH6WDWH¶VDUJXPHQWWKDWLQWHUURJDWLRQLQVXFKIDPLOLDUVXU
URXQGLQJVGLGQRWDPRXQWWRFXVWRG\WKH&RXUWIRXQGWKDWWKHLQWHUURJDWLRQ³GH
SULYHG>2UR]FR@RIKLVIUHHGRPRIDFWLRQLQ>D@VLJQLILFDQWZD\´FLWLQJMiranda
OrozcoGLGQRWOHDYHEHKLQGDVPRRWKZDNH)RXUGHFDGHVODWHURQHFRXUWKHOG
WKDWZKHUHRIILFHUVXVHGDEDWWHULQJUDPWRHQWHUDVXVSHFW¶VKRPHDQGWKHVXVSHFW
FDPHKRPHGXULQJWKHVHDUFKWKHVXVSHFWZDVnotLQFXVWRG\EHFDXVHKHZDVWROG
KHZDVQRWXQGHUDUUHVW7KDWVDPH\HDUWKH6HYHQWK&LUFXLWIRXQGWKDWDVXVSHFW
ZKRZDVKDQGFXIIHGLQKLVEHGURRPZKLOHPRUHWKDQDGR]HQRIILFHUVVHDUFKHGKLV
KRPHwasLQFXVWRG\HYHQWKRXJKKHDOVRZDVWROGKHZDVQRWXQGHUDUUHVW
:KDW DERXW LQWHUURJDWLRQ GXULQJ D WUDIILF VWRS" 7KH ODZ KHUH LV FOHDUHU ,Q
Berkemer v. McCartyWKH&RXUWKHOGWKDWLQWHUURJDWLRQGXULQJDURXWLQHWUDIILFVWRS
LVQRWFXVWRGLDODQGWKHUHIRUHQRZDUQLQJVDUHUHTXLUHGXQOHVVWKHWUHDWPHQWRIWKH
VXVSHFWWXUQVLQWRDQDFWXDOFXVWRG\VLWXDWLRQ
$JH"7KDW¶VHDV\WRDQVZHUKDUGHUWRDSSO\,QJ.D.B. v. North CarolinaWKH&RXUW
IRXQGWKDWLIWKHRIILFHUVNQHZRUVKRXOGKDYHNQRZQWKHFKLOG¶VDJHZKHQDUUHVWHG
³LWVLQFOXVLRQ>DVRQHIDFWRU@LQWKHFXVWRG\DQDO\VLVLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHREMHFWLYH
QDWXUHRIWKDWWHVW´1RQHWKHOHVVWKHFRXUWVFRQWLQXHWRGLIIHURQWKHVLJQLILFDQFH
RIWKHFKLOG¶VDJHRIWHQGHSHQGLQJRQKRZFORVHWKHFKLOGLVWRDGXOWKRRG
(YHQZKHUHFXVWRG\H[LVWVKRZHYHUWKH&RXUWKDVFDUYHGRXWWKUHHH[FHSWLRQV
WRMirandaH[FHSWLRQVWKDWVRPHLQFOXGLQJVHYHUDO6XSUHPH&RXUW-XVWLFHVZDUQJR
WRRIDUWRZDUGHYLVFHUDWLQJWKHSURWHFWLRQVRIMiranda7KHILUVWJLYHVWKHSURVH
FXWLRQWKHULJKWWRLPSHDFKGHIHQGDQWVZLWKWKHLURZQXQZDUQHGVWDWHPHQWVLIWKRVH


86  
Id. DW

86  

Id. DW

Id. DW

Id. HPSKDVLVRPLWWHG 

8QLWHG6WDWHVY:LOOLDPV)G WK&LU 

8QLWHG6WDWHVY%RURVWRZVNL)G WK&LU see also8QLWHG6WDWHV
Y0HOR)G VW&LU  OLVWLQJIDFWRUVVXFKDVWKHQXPEHURIRIILFHUV
SUHVHQWZKHWKHUZHDSRQVZHUHGUDZQWKHDPRXQWRISK\VLFDOUHVWUDLQWXVHGDQGWKHW\SHDQG
OHQJWKRIWKHLQWHUURJDWLRQ 

86  

86  

See0DUFXVsupraQRWHDW±

See, e.g.5LFKDUG$/HRThe Impact of 0LUDQGD Revisited-&5,0/ &5,0,
12/2*<±  


@

$&203$5$7,9((;$0,1$7,212)32/,&(,17(552*$7,21



VWDWHPHQWVFRQWUDGLFWWKHLUWULDOWHVWLPRQ\³7KHVKLHOGSURYLGHGE\0LUDQGDFDQQRW
EHSHUYHUWHGLQWRDOLFHQVHWRXVHSHUMXU\E\ZD\RIDGHIHQVH´
1H[WFDPHWKHSXEOLFVDIHW\H[FHSWLRQUHVXOWLQJIURPWKHFRPSHOOLQJFLUFXP
VWDQFHVLQNew York v. Quarles,QQuarlesDIWHUDZRPDQUHSRUWHGVKHKDGEHHQ
UDSHGE\DPDQZLWKDJXQZHDULQJGLVWLQFWLYHFORWKLQJZKRKDGMXVWHQWHUHGDQHDUE\
VXSHUPDUNHWWKHSROLFHIRXQGWKHPDQLQWKHVXSHUPDUNHWKDQGFXIIHGKLPDQG
DVNHGIRUWKHORFDWLRQRIWKHJXQ7KH&RXUWKHOGWKDWKLVUHVSRQVH³RYHUWKHUH´ZDV
DGPLVVLEOHGHVSLWHWKHODFNRIMirandaZDUQLQJVEHFDXVH³WKHQHHGIRUDQVZHUVWRTXHV
WLRQVLQDVLWXDWLRQSRVLQJDWKUHDWWRWKHSXEOLFVDIHW\RXWZHLJKVWKHQHHGIRUWKHSUR
SK\ODFWLFUXOHSURWHFWLQJWKH)LIWK$PHQGPHQW¶VSULYLOHJHDJDLQVWVHOILQFULPLQDWLRQ´
7KH&RXUWFUHDWHGWKHWKLUGH[FHSWLRQLQPennsylvania v. MunizZKHUHLWKHOG
WKDWLQFULPLQDWLQJDQVZHUVWRURXWLQHERRNLQJTXHVWLRQVQRWLQWHQGHGWRHOLFLWLQFULPL
QDWLQJUHVSRQVHVZRXOGEHDGPLVVLEOHLQFRXUWGHVSLWHWKHODFNRIMiranda ZDUQLQJV
³>5@RXWLQHERRNLQJTXHVWLRQ>V@´ZRXOGLQFOXGHELRJUDSKLFDOGDWDDQGRWKHUTXHVWLRQV
³UHDVRQDEO\UHODWHG´WRWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHFRQFHUQVRIODZHQIRUFHPHQW
MirandaUHTXLUHVWKDWVXVSHFWVEHLQIRUPHGRIWKHIRXUEDVLFULJKWVZHOONQRZQ
WRDQ\RQHZKRKDVHYHUZDWFKHGRUOLVWHQHGWRDSROLFHSURFHGXUDOVKRZRUSRGFDVW
SURGXFHGLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV(PSKDVL]LQJWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIXVLQJ³FOHDUDQG
XQHTXLYRFDO´ODQJXDJHWKH&RXUWPDQGDWHGWKDWVXVSHFWVEHWROG







<RXKDYHWKHULJKWWRUHPDLQVLOHQW
$Q\WKLQJ\RXVD\FDQDQGZLOOEHXVHGDJDLQVW\RXLQFRXUW
<RXKDYHWKHULJKWWRFRQVXOWDODZ\HUDQGWRKDYHRQHZLWK\RXGXULQJ
TXHVWLRQLQJ
<RXKDYHWKHULJKWWRKDYHDODZ\HUDSSRLQWHGIRU\RXLI\RXFDQQRW
DIIRUGRQH

+DUULVY1HZ<RUN86   %UHQQDQ-GLVVHQWLQJ 
86±  

Id.

Id.DW:KHWKHUWKHSXEOLFVDIHW\H[FHSWLRQDSSOLHVLQVXVSHFWHGWHUURULVWFDVHV
UHPDLQVDQRSHQTXHVWLRQ$OWKRXJKWKHLVVXHZDVUDLVHGLQWKH³%RVWRQ0DUDWKRQ%RPEHU´
FDVHZKHUHWKHDJHQWVLQWHUURJDWHGWKHGHIHQGDQW']KRNKDU7VDUQDHYDERXWWKHERPELQJV
ZLWKRXWJLYLQJKLPMirandaZDUQLQJVWKHJRYHUQPHQW¶VVXEVHTXHQWDJUHHPHQWQRWWRXVHKLV
VWDWHPHQWVLQLWVFDVHLQFKLHIREYLDWHGWKHLVVXHSee -RKQ5(OOHPHQWTsarnaev’s Hospital
Interrogation Submitted as Part of Death Penalty Appeal%267 */2%( 2FW 
KWWSVZZZERVWRQJOREHFRPPHWURERVWRQPDUDWKRQERPEHUKRVSLWDOLQWHUURJD
WLRQVXEPLWWHGSDUWGHDWKSHQDOW\DSSHDOY]:PW%(P4DL0.&)GF0VWRU\KWPO>KWWSV
SHUPDFF<97*48/@

86  

Id.

0LUDQGDY$UL]RQD86±  

Id. DW±

Id.DW±
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7KH ZDUQLQJV QHHG QRW EH D ³WDOLVPDQLF LQFDQWDWLRQ´ RI WKH ZRUGV VHW RXW LQ
Miranda7KH³&RXUWKDVQHYHULQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHµULJLGLW\¶RI0LUDQGDH[WHQGV
WRWKHSUHFLVHIRUPXODWLRQRIWKHZDUQLQJVJLYHQDFULPLQDOGHIHQGDQW´1RUGRHV
Miranda³UHTXLUHWKDWDFULPLQDOVXVSHFWNQRZDQGXQGHUVWDQGHYHU\SRVVLEOHFRQ
VHTXHQFHRIDZDLYHURIWKH)LIWK$PHQGPHQWSULYLOHJH´
,WLVFOHDUWKDWWKHZDUQLQJVQHHGQRWLQIRUPVXVSHFWVWKDWWKHLUVLOHQFHFDQQRW
EHXVHGDJDLQVWWKHP³3ROLFHDUHVXSSRVHGWRVD\WKDWDQ\WKLQJDVXVSHFWVD\VPD\
EHXVHGDJDLQVWWKHP%XWWKHSROLFHGRQ¶WKDYHWRVD\WKDWVLOHQFHFDQ¶WEHXVHG
DJDLQVWWKHP´
)LQDOO\DOWKRXJKWKHZDUQLQJVUHTXLUHSROLFHWRSURYLGHDSSRLQWHGFRXQVHOLI
UHTXHVWHGWKHSROLFHQHHGQRWKDYHDEDWWDOLRQRIODZ\HUVDWWKHUHDG\LQVLGHWKH
VWDWLRQKRXVH,IWKHVXVSHFWUHTXHVWVDQDSSRLQWHGODZ\HUWKHSROLFHDUHIUHHWRWHOO
WKHVXVSHFWVWKDWLWPLJKWQRWKDSSHQXQWLOWKH\JRWRFRXUW%HFDXVHWKHPDMRULW\
RIGHIHQGDQWVLQERWKVWDWHDQGIHGHUDOFRXUWUHTXLUHDSSRLQWHGODZ\HUVWKLVRPLV
VLRQKDVZLGHVFDOHUDPLILFDWLRQV
B. We know that direct questioning is interrogation. What else would constitute
interrogation? Conversations between officers? Showing suspects evidence?
$8675$/,$+21-867,&(),$11$&$
,Q$XVWUDOLDWKHWHUP³LQWHUURJDWLRQ´LVQRWXVHGLQWKHVWDWXWRU\SURYLVLRQVGHDOLQJ
ZLWKWKHTXHVWLRQLQJRIVXVSHFWV7KRVHSURYLVLRQVUHIHUWR³TXHVWLRQLQJ´DQG³LQWHU
YLHZ´ZKHQVSHDNLQJDERXWWKHSURFHVV DVRSSRVHGWRWKHRXWFRPH²IRULQVWDQFH
DQ³DGPLVVLRQ´ ,QWKHFDVHODZLQSDUWLFXODUROGHUGHFLVLRQV³LQWHUURJDWLRQ´KDV
EHHQXVHGLQWHUFKDQJHDEO\ZLWK³TXHVWLRQLQJ´DQG³LQWHUYLHZ´
7KHVWDWXWRU\SURYLVLRQVDQGFRPPRQODZSULQFLSOHVWRZKLFK,KDYHUHIHUUHG
DUHFRQFHUQHGZLWKZKHWKHUHYLGHQFHRIDFRQIHVVLRQRUUHOHYDQWDGPLVVLRQVVKRXOG


&DOLIRUQLDY3U\VRFN86  
Id.

&RORUDGRY6SULQJ86  

-DQ+RIIPDQPolice Tactics Chipping Away at Suspects’ Rights1<7,0(6 0DU
 KWWSVZZZQ\WLPHVFRPQ\UHJLRQSROLFHWDFWLFVFKLSSLQJDZD\DWVXV
SHFWVULJKWVKWPO>KWWSVSHUPDFF%8$-%:(@ TXRWLQJ3URIHVVRU6WHSKHQ6FKXOKRIHU 

'XFNZRUWKY(DJDQ86±  $OWKRXJKWKH6XSUHPH&RXUWLQ
County of Riverside v. McLaughlinGLGKROGWKDWDEVHQWH[WUDRUGLQDU\FLUFXPVWDQFHVDSHUVRQ
DUUHVWHGZLWKRXWDZDUUDQWPXVWEHEURXJKWEHIRUHDMXGLFLDORIILFHUZLWKLQIRUW\HLJKWKRXUV
RIDUUHVWVXVSHFWVQHHGQRWEHWROGWKDWHLWKHU86±  

SeeOJP Fact Sheet: Indigent Defense2))-867352*5$06  KWWSVZZZRMS
JRYVLWHVJILOHV[\FNXKILOHVDUFKLYHVIDFWVKHHWVRMSIVBLQGLJHQWGHIHQVHKWPO >KWWSV
SHUPDFF1%<-1@

See, e.g.Criminal Investigations Act 2006 :$ VV± $XVWO  UHTXLULQJDQ³DGPLV
VLRQ´WREHRQDQDXGLRYLVXDOUHFRUGLQJIRULWWREHDGPLVVLEOHLQDWULDOIRUDVHULRXVRIIHQFH 

See, e.g.R v Ireland  &/5 $XVWO 
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be received into evidence. Strictly speaking, the method need not be determinative,
except to the extent that statutory provisions envisage an interview process and
stipulate the obligations on investigating officers in respect of that process. However,
it is the case that anything that takes place during the course of an interview is to be
regarded as part of the interview or interrogation. If a conversation takes place between police officers in the presence of an accused during an interview, it is part of
the circumstances to be taken into account in assessing the admissibility of any
admissions made by the accused. However, if the conversation is hearsay in nature
(as opposed, for instance, to a discussion about what materials to show the accused)
and it does not elicit relevant information from the accused, the conversation would
be excised from an otherwise admissible interview. The basis here is that the
conversation is irrelevant and inadmissible, in the same way as opinions expressed
by the interviewing officers would ordinarily be deleted. Similarly, if information is
provided to the accused, the fact that it is not direct questioning will not prevent it
from being part of the interview or interrogation.122
The showing of evidence to an accused is a routine aspect of questioning, whether
in the interview room, at the scene of the alleged offence, or during the course of a
search of the accused’s home or business premises, during which the accused may
identify or explain items. All such interactions may properly be regarded as interviews and, in the case of serious charges, will be recorded on video, unless there is
a reasonable excuse for the interview not being recorded.123
To the extent that the question is concerned with when a caution is required, in
Western Australia, the obligation to give the caution as soon as practicable after the
arrest will ordinarily mean that the accused will be cautioned very shortly, if not
immediately, after the arrest. If an accused were to make an admission as a result of
hearing a conversation between the investigating officers after his arrest, but before
a formal interview, it would likely be after he has been cautioned and informed of
his other rights. The admissibility of the admission would not depend on whether
it was part of an interrogation, but whether it was voluntary.124 If exclusion were
sought in the exercise of the court’s discretion, all of the surrounding circumstances
would be taken into account to determine the questions of fairness and public policy.
It is perhaps worth noting that things said or done by an undercover officer
during a covert operation, such as the controlled purchase of drugs, the infiltration
of a criminal gang, or the online detection of persons seeking to engage in sexual
activity with children, do not constitute interrogations for the purposes under discussion. Nor are pretext calls made by complainants, or conversations conducted
with the accused by associates at the request of the police, provided they do not
122

See, e.g., id. at 331–32.
The statutory provisions will be discussed in answer to a later question, see infra note
327 and accompanying text.
124
R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159, 189 (Austl.); Tofilau v The Queen (2007) 231 CLR
396, 398–402 (Austl.).
123
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become the “functional equivalent of an interrogation” by an agent of the police, and
they do not cut across a clearly expressed exercise of the right to silence.125 If a confession is elicited by an undercover police officer in circumstances which the court
finds to be akin to an interrogation and in unfair derogation of the suspect’s right to
exercise a free choice to speak or to be silent, the evidence may be excluded in the
exercise of discretion.126
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
“Interrogation” is not a term of art in Canada. It is used interchangeably with
“questioning” and “interviewing,” though interrogation tends to connote more aggressive police inquiry.127
Police use various techniques to elicit evidence from suspects, some more aggressive than others. The “Reid Technique” is still used by many Canadian police
agencies.128 It is predicated on the goal of manipulating and breaking down the
suspect’s will. While there has been some judicial criticism of this technique, the
courts have given some latitude to police to use manipulation to coax a suspect into
speaking. This is subject to circumstances that would amount to oppression, threats,
or other factors that might vitiate voluntariness.129
Admissibility of statements does not depend exclusively on what is said by the
police and the suspect. Virtually anything that happens in the interview room is open
for consideration, be it showing of evidence, or conversation between officers in the
suspect’s presence. Anything that might have influenced the suspect’s decision to
speak is properly considered when assessing voluntariness and, in some instances,
constitutional compliance.
125

Swaffield, 192 CLR at 178, 184–85 (Brennan J); id. at 203 (Toohey, Gaudron & Gummow
JJ); id. at 220–25 (Kirby J). See generally R v Anderson [2008] QDC 137 (7 March 2008)
(Austl.) for a first instance decision in the District Court of Queensland in which a complainant
in a sexual offence case, who conducted a pretext call with the accused, was found to be the
agent of the police and to have engaged in a functional interrogation. The evidence was excluded. Id. at 11.
126
Swaffield, 192 CLR at 197.
127
E.g., R. v. M.J.S., 2000 ABPC 44, paras. 18–19 (Can.).
128
See id. para. 19.
129
As described in R. v. M.J.S., id. para. 19:
The Reid technique involves a skilful development of “themes”
and suggestions put to the suspect in a rapid fire and high intensity manner
where the interrogator stays in complete control of the situation. On the
rare occasions when there is an opportunity for the accused to respond
any disagreement is immediately ignored or overridden and, in particular,
any denial is countered with a shift to another theme, or a cutoff remark
such as “we are beyond that point—we know you did it” this technique
is used over 40 times. Many of the “themes” place blame away from the
accused, or minimize any intentional wrong doing.
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ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
PACE Code C defines an “interview” (terminology generally preferred to the
more aggressive-sounding “interrogation”) as “the questioning of a person regarding
their involvement or suspected involvement in a criminal offence or offences.”130
This definition complements section 37 of PACE 1984, which authorizes a custody
officer to detain a person who is under arrest where there are “reasonable grounds for
believing that the person’s detention without being charged is necessary to secure
or preserve evidence relating to an offence for which the person is under arrest or
to obtain such evidence by questioning the person.”131
Nothing else formally qualifies in English law as an “interview” with a suspect.
Police questioning that is not “regarding” a particular individual’s “involvement or
suspected involvement in a criminal offence or offences” is not an interview, 132 so
police officers are free to make general inquiries of members of the public, and even
to query apparently suspicious behaviour if that is not directly offence-related.
Citizens are not legally obliged to answer speculative police questions, though an
uncooperative or uncivil response may in itself be treated as suspicious and affording grounds for lawful arrest.
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
The word “interrogation” seems to envisage direct, focused, and insistent questioning; however, more subtle means may be equally—or more—effective in obtaining
admissions from a suspect and therefore ought to be considered interrogation.133
Guidance in this regard can be taken from caselaw in the context of undercover operations, discussed more fully below. In such cases, the Courts have adopted an “active
elicitation” test which, whilst articulations are varied, focuses largely on the question
of whether the police caused the accused to make admissions.134 If so, the interaction
engaged in is considered the “functional equivalent” of an interrogation.135
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
In Rhode Island v. Innis,136 the Court made clear that interrogation not only
includes express questioning but also “its functional equivalent.”137 “[F]unctional
equivalent” was defined as “any words or actions on the part of the police . . . that the
police should know are reasonably likely to elicit an incriminating response from the
suspect. The latter portion of this definition focuses primarily upon the perceptions
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137

PACE Code C, supra note 56, 11.1A.
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, c. 60, s. 37(3) (Eng.) (emphasis added).
PACE Code C, supra note 56, 11.1A.
R v Harrison [2014] NZHC 2246 at [31] (N.Z.).
R v Kumar [2015] NZSC 124 at [4]–[5] (N.Z.).
Id. at [43].
446 U.S. 291 (1980).
Id. at 301.
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of the suspect, rather than the intent of the police.”138 Nonetheless, the Court noted
that “[a]ny knowledge the police may have had concerning the unusual susceptibility of a defendant to a particular form of persuasion might be an important factor in
determining” what the police reasonably should have known.139
With that understanding, the Court determined that the conversation between the
officers in Innis did not constitute interrogation. After the police arrested Innis and
gave him his Miranda rights, Innis requested counsel. The police put Innis in the
back of a patrol car and began driving to the police station. During the drive, the
officers discussed the fact that there was a school for handicapped children nearby
and that it would be a terrible thing if one of them found a loaded weapon and maybe
ended up hurting or even killing themselves.140 At that point, Innis told the officers
to turn the car around so he could show them where he hid the gun.141
Finding the conversation between the officers was not an interrogation, the
Court said:
There is nothing in the record to suggest that the officers
were aware that the respondent was peculiarly susceptible to an
appeal to his conscience concerning the safety of handicapped
children. Nor is there anything in the record to suggest that the
police knew that the respondent was unusually disoriented or
upset . . . .142
Between 1990 and 1993, one police interrogation expert sat in on 122 felony
interrogations and viewed another 60 taped interrogations.143 One of his many observations was: “In approximately 90% of the interrogations . . . , the detective
confronted the suspect with evidence (whether true or false) of his guilt and then
138

Id. (footnotes omitted). This point is especially important in cases involving vulnerable
suspects, discussed infra text accompanying notes 505–06.
139
Id. at 302 n.8.
140
Id. at 294–95.
141
Id. at 295.
142
Id. at 302–03. The Court came to a different conclusion in the earlier case of Brewer v.
Williams, 430 U.S. 387 (1977), also known as the “Christian Burial Speech” case, where the
defendant was accused of murdering a nine-year-old girl. Id. at 390–91. Like Innis, that case also
involved officers driving a defendant to a police station after giving him Miranda warnings.
Id. at 391. Unlike Innis, however, the case was decided under the Sixth Amendment right to
counsel. Id. at 401. Also, where the officers had no knowledge of Innis’s specific characteristics
or susceptibilities, the officers in Williams knew that Williams was a former mental patient and
was deeply religious. Id. at 412. So, when they told him the blizzard-like weather conditions
might soon make it impossible for them to find the body of the little girl, preventing her parents
from giving her a Christian burial, the Court held the speech was tantamount to interrogation. Id.
143
Richard A. Leo, Inside the Interrogation Room, 86 J. CRIM. L. & CRIMINOLOGY 266,
268 (1996).
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suggested that the suspect’s self-interest would be advanced if he confessed.”144
Both tactics are intended to elicit confessions and therefore would appear to require
the giving of Miranda warnings.145 Both can be permissible, although showing a
suspect false evidence may, in rare circumstances, result in exclusion of the confession. For most courts, however, the decision does not turn on whether the deception
involved a false document or a verbal lie, but on whether the action in question was
likely to induce a false confession.146
C. Can police lie to suspects to elicit an incriminating statement?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
The question is best answered by saying that the use of deception by police to
elicit an incriminating statement will not necessarily result in the statement being
inadmissible or being excluded by the court in the exercise of discretion.147
In the Australian jurisdictions that have adopted the Uniform Evidence Act,148
if a police officer makes a false statement in the course of questioning a suspect, in
circumstances in which he or she knows, or ought reasonably to have known, that
the statement is false and that making the false statement is likely to cause the
person who is being questioned to make an admission, any admission or derivative
evidence obtained as a result will have been obtained improperly, and will not be
admitted unless the court determines in the exercise of discretion that “the desirability of admitting the evidence outweighs the undesirability of admitting evidence.”149
In the other jurisdictions, the issue of the admissibility of such evidence is determined
according to common law principles. Even in the jurisdictions with the Uniform
Evidence Act, the common law will apply when admissions are obtained in circumstances other than by formal questioning.
In some older cases, it had been held that false representations would negate
voluntariness, and in the High Court decision of Cleland v The Queen, Judge Murphy
suggested “[i]t may be a question of classification whether a confession induced by
false representations or other trickery is voluntary.”150 However, in Tofilau, the High
Court held that deception alone would not render the elicited admission involuntary,
144

Id. at 279.
“[P]olice are trained to interrogate only those suspects whose culpability they ‘establish’
on the basis of their initial investigation.” Saul M. Kassin et al., Police-Induced Confessions:
Risk Factors and Recommendations, 34 LAW & HUM. BEHAV. 3, 6 (2010).
146
Marcus, supra note 87, at 614–15.
147
R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159, 220 (Austl.); Tofilau v The Queen (2007) 231 CLR
396, 408–09 (Austl.).
148
The Commonwealth, NSW, Victoria, the ACT, and Tasmania.
149
See Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) S 138 (Austl.).
150
(1982) 151 CLR 1, 13 (Austl.) (referring to Reg. v Johnston (1864) 15 ICLR 60 (U.K.);
Attorney-General (NSW) v Martin (1909) 9 CLR 713 (Austl.)).
145
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although, as Chief Justice Gleeson noted: “Since possible forms of deception are
bounded only by human imagination, and human gullibility, it would be dangerous
to assert that no form of deception could deprive conduct of its voluntary character.”151
Nevertheless, his Honour went on to say, “Most deception used in the hope of
eliciting admissions . . . is calculated to induce a person to choose to reveal information that otherwise would be concealed.”152 Choice is at the core of voluntariness.
As a general proposition, the common law in Australia, following English authority, is that “[s]ubterfuge, ruses and tricks may be lawfully employed by police,
acting in the public interest” and evidence obtained in the course of, or through, such
activities will not necessarily be excluded.153 It has often been said that the investigation of crime is “not a game governed by a sportsman’s code of fair play.”154
In Tofilau, four of the judges distinguished the common law position from a
repealed section of the Crimes Act 1900 (NSW), namely section 410(1), which, for
most of the twentieth century, had provided, in part, that “no confession, admission
or statement shall be received in evidence against an accused person if it has been
induced . . . by any untrue representation made to him,” which was a reference to a
deliberately false statement.155 Chief Justice Gleeson noted that the repealed provision
was “unusual, and went beyond the common law.”156 As the plurality wrote, that had
been recognised to be the case in Basto v The Queen where the High Court said that
section 410(1)(a) made a “statutory extension of the common law doctrine . . . to
untrue representations.”157
Although the general position is that deception alone will not result in the exclusion of confessional evidence, the particular circumstances of a case in which
deception is used by the police may result in discretionary exclusion of the evidence.
The authorities in this area are cases involving confessions or relevant admissions
obtained by the use of deception in circumstances other than formal interviews. It
would be unusual for law enforcement officers to lie to an accused during the course
of an interview in order to elicit an admission, especially in an age in which interviews are almost invariably recorded on video. While the community (from which a
jury will be empaneled) may be accepting, or prepared to tolerate, the use of deception
151

Tofilau, 231 CLR at 409.
Id. (emphasis added).
153
R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159, 220 (Austl.) (Kirby J); id. at 198 (Toohey, Gaudron
& Gummow JJ).
154
Id. at 185 (Brennan CJ); Bunning v Cross (1978) 19 ALR 641, 659 (Austl.) (Stephen
& Aickin JJ); Tofilau, 231 CLR at 442 (Kirby J).
155
Tofilau, 231 CLR at 408 (Gleeson CJ); id. at 509 (Callinan, Heydon & Crennan JJ);
see also R v Connors [1990] 20 NSWLR 438, 438 (Austl.) (as to the meaning of “untrue
representation”).
156
Tofilau, 231 CLR at 408.
157
Basto v The Queen (1954) 91 CLR 628, 640 (Austl.) (Dixon CJ, Webb, Fullagar, Kitto
& Taylor JJ).
152
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in covert activities so that the police can solve serious crimes and bring to justice
dangerous criminals, the use of lies in a formal setting is less likely to be met with
approval. To put it bluntly, it is not a good look, particularly if the same officers will
be required to give oral testimony. It is also fraught if the accused does not make any
admission, and the lies are subsequently used by the defence to attack the credibility
of the police evidence more broadly. What is not unusual, is the framing of questions
in a way that may imply to the suspect the existence of certain facts that may be
speculative at the time of the interview, for instance: “Is there any reason why your
DNA would be on the knife?” If ultimately there is no evidence of DNA on the knife
that matches the accused’s profile, such a question and the answer ought to be
excluded (by editing) on the basis that it would be unfair to the accused at trial.
More particularly, if the police were to lie to a suspect about his or her rights, that
would be a contravention of the officers’ statutory obligations to inform an accused
of his or her rights and to afford those rights to the accused. As I will explain later,
where such a contravention is established, the evidence is inadmissible, unless the
court decides otherwise, having regard to a number of factors. However, the lines
become blurred when the police obtain authority to make a covert recording, even
as they remain in their role as police officers.
In Em v The Queen, the accused challenged the trial judge’s decision not to
exclude covertly recorded admissions pursuant to the fairness discretion.158 It was
submitted that unfairness arose as a consequence of the police exploiting the accused’s belief that the conversation was not being recorded and consequently could
not be used in evidence. A majority of the High Court rejected the submission, essentially on the basis that a mistaken assumption that a confession was not being
recorded could not, without more, be unfair.159 Significantly, Chief Justice Gleeson
and Justice Heydon said: “To reach the opposite conclusion would be for the judiciary,
by exercise of its capacity to reach a judgment characterising conduct as ‘unfair’
under § 90, to create an automatic and universal rule of exclusion in place of a provision calling for case-by-case judgment.”160
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
Yes, but there are limits.
Canadian courts have recognized that, in order for police to effectively combat
crime, they must be able to match the ingenuity of those whom they are investigating. Therefore, some degree of deceit is permissible. Police may tell a suspect that
his DNA was found at the scene, or that an accomplice “spilled the beans,” even if
these things are not true. This strategy is not, however, without limits. In some cases,
the effect of the lie may, together with other circumstances, amount to oppression.
158
159
160

(2007) 232 CLR 67, 71 (Austl.).
Id. at 92 (Gleeson CJ & Heydon J); id. at 105, 106–07.
Id. at 92.
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That is, it may cause the suspect to believe that nothing he says will establish his
innocence and he might as well speak. In other instances, the lie might be such as
to shock the conscience of the community. Police in Canada can resort to tricks, but
not dirty tricks.
In Rothman v. The Queen, then-Justice Lamer said:
It must also be borne in mind that the investigation of crime and
the detection of criminals is not a game to be governed by the
Marquess of Queens-bury rules. The authorities, in dealing with
shrewd and often sophisticated criminals, must sometimes of
necessity resort to tricks or other forms of deceit and should not
through the rule be hampered in their work. What should be repressed vigorously is conduct on their part that shocks the community. That a police officer pretend to be a lock-up chaplain and
hear a suspect’s confession is conduct that shocks the community; so is pretending to be the duty legal-aid lawyer eliciting in
that way incriminating statements from suspects or accused;
injecting Pentothal into a diabetic suspect pretending it is his
daily shot of insulin and using his statement in evidence would
also shock the community; but generally speaking, pretending
to be a hard drug addict to break a drug ring would not shock the
community; nor would, as in this case, pretending to be a truck
driver to secure the conviction of a trafficker; in fact, what would
shock the community would be preventing the police from resorting to such a trick.161
Dirty tricks would also include those that have the effect of undermining the suspect’s
right to silence. The placement of an undercover operative in a cell with a suspect
is not per se objectionable. However, the undercover operative is not permitted to
actively elicit evidence from the suspect. This would constitute a dirty trick in that it
would undermine the suspect’s right to silence in circumstances in which he cannot
walk away. This principle, established in the case of R. v. Hebert, only applies to
suspects who are detained.162
Undercover operations aimed at suspects out of custody are not subject to the
same limitations, given that the suspect can walk away. On the other hand, some
operations, such as the “Mr. Big” scenario raise a host of other problems. I will address Mr. Big in a later portion of this Article.
161

[1981] 1 S.C.R. 640, 697 (Can.). In R. v. Rowe (2006), 209 O.A.C. 50, paras. 44–46,
49–50 (Can. Ont. C.A.), a police officer pretending to be a religious figure was held not to be
a dirty trick.
162
[1990] 2 S.C.R. 151, 181 (Can.).
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ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
During police interviews, deception, if employed at all, will generally take the
form of selective disclosure and misleading by suggestion or omission rather than
downright lies. PACE Code C mandates that, prior to interview, suspects “must be
given sufficient information to enable them to understand the nature of any . . .
offence [about which they will be questioned], and why they are suspected of committing it,” but it is added that “this does not require the disclosure of details at a
time which might prejudice the criminal investigation.”163 Moreover, “[t]he decision
about what needs to be disclosed for the purpose of this requirement . . . rests with
the investigating officer who has sufficient knowledge of the case to make that decision.”164 One recent small-scale empirical study found that police interviewers
routinely withhold information prior to interview, exaggerate the weight of ostensibly
incriminating information in their possession, and employ selective disclosure to test
suspects’ veracity and potentially catch them out in lies or contradictions.165
Police interviewing practice in England and Wales has undergone significant
professionalization since the PACE reforms of the 1980s and chastening experiences
of (historical and contemporary) miscarriages of justice emerging in the 1990s. The
national College of Policing characterizes interviews with suspects, victims, and
witnesses as a highly skilled activity which is “a crucial element of the process of
investigation” and “central to the success of an investigation.”166 Detectives are now
taught a national “PEACE” investigative interviewing protocol167 designed to elicit
the maximum amount of reliable information, which is often best achieved, it is now
appreciated, simply by stating the grounds for arrest and inviting suspects to respond
to open-ended, neutral questions. As interviews develop, police questioning can
legitimately become more probing and persistent—suspects may lie, after all—so
long as it remains “careful and consistent but not unfair or oppressive.”168 The old
163

PACE Code C, supra note 56, 11.1A. What amounts to “sufficient information” is
context-specific,
but it should normally include, as a minimum, a description of the facts
relating to the suspected offence that are known to the officer, including
the time and place in question. This aims to avoid suspects being confused or unclear about what they are supposed to have done and to help
an innocent suspect to clear the matter up more quickly.
Id. Note 11ZA.
164
Id.
165
See generally Divya Sukumar, Jacqueline S. Hodgson & Kimberley A. Wade, Behind
Closed Doors: Live Observations of Current Police Station Disclosure Practices and LawyerClient Consultations, 2016 CRIM. L. REV. 900.
166
Investigation—Investigative Interviewing, COLL. POLICING, http://www.app.college.po
lice.uk/app-content/investigations/investigative-interviewing/#peace-framework [https://perma
.cc/B6TX-LSV4] (last visited May 6, 2021).
167
The “PEACE” mnemonic stands for Planning and preparation; Engage and explain;
Account clarification and challenge; Closure; Evaluation.
168
Id. “Oppression” and “unfairness” are grounds for excluding confessions at trial under
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prescientific approach of wheedling, cajoling, and coercing suspects into a confession, as the overriding objective of a successful interrogation (seemingly irrespective
of reliability or authenticity),169 has been jettisoned, at any rate. Police interviews in
England and Wales have routinely been recorded since the late 1980s, and alongside
other PACE safeguards—notably including more effective access to custodial legal
advice—have exposed policing interview practice to wider judicial and public scrutiny. For any officers still tempted towards the dark arts, investigative impropriety
is a lot harder to conceal, and to get away with, than it used to be.
Incriminating statements (or other conduct) may be ruled inadmissible at trial
if they fall foul of either the dedicated rules regulating confession evidence, now primarily contained in PACE 1984 section 76, or a more general exclusionary jurisdiction conferred on trial judges by PACE 1984 section 78 to exclude seriously “unfair”
prosecution evidence.170 The most significant limitation on police deception during
custodial interrogation is that officers must not deliberately mislead the suspect’s
lawyer (in England and Wales, this will generally be a solicitor or somebody employed by a firm of solicitors to provide custodial legal advice—formerly “law
clerks,” and nowadays compendiously described as “police station advisers”).
Paragraph 3.1 of PACE Code C requires the custody officer171 to notify detainees
on their arrival at the police station of their rights: to have someone informed of their
detention, to consult privately with a solicitor, and to be provided with copies of the
PACE Codes of Practice for consultation. The suspect must also be given written
notification of these key rights.172 If the suspect does not know any solicitor, he must
be advised of the availability of duty solicitors whose services are provided free of
charge.173 Subject to limited exceptions, a suspect who asks for legal advice may not
be interviewed until he has received it, either in person or by telephone. Moreover, suspects are entitled to be accompanied by their legal adviser during the police interview
itself,174 a highly significant procedural protection in an adversarial system of justice.
It is not possible to state with confidence whether a particular instance of police
deception will result in the exclusion of a suspect’s admissions during interview in
any given case. Everything turns on the facts. It is safe to say, however, that if police
PACE 1984. College of Policing guidance points out, however, that “[c]onducting an investigative interview is not the same as proving an argument in court. This means that interviewers
are not bound by the same rules of evidence that lawyers must abide by.”
169
For a detailed illustration, see David Dixon, Integrity, Interrogation and Criminal Injustice,
in THE INTEGRITY OF CRIMINAL PROCESS 75 (Hunter, Roberts, Young & Dixon eds., 2016).
170
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, c. 60, ss. 76, 78 (Eng.).
171
An independent officer unconnected with the current investigation: see infra notes
350–51 and accompanying text.
172
PACE Code C, supra note 56, 3.2.
173
Id. at 6.1, Notes 6B & 6J.
174
Id. at 6.8. The solicitor can be required to leave only if “their conduct is such that the interviewer is unable properly to put questions to the suspect.” Id. at 6.9; see also id. at 6.10–6.11,
Notes 6D & 6E.
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interviewers deliberately tell lies to legally represented suspects during custodial
interrogations, they are running a serious risk that a trial court in England and Wales
will regard such conduct as undermining the substantive value of suspects’ rights
and will consequently rule any resulting statements inadmissible. In one significant
judgment, the Court of Appeal stated:
It is obvious from the undisputed evidence that the police
practised a deceit not only upon the appellant, which is bad
enough, but also upon the solicitor whose duty it was to advise
him. In effect, they hoodwinked both solicitor and client. That
was a most reprehensible thing to do. . . . This is not the place to
discipline the police. That has been made clear here on a number
of previous occasions. We are concerned with the application of
the proper law. . . . [T]he only question to be answered by this
court is whether, having regard to the way the police behaved,
the judge exercised that discretion correctly. In our judgment he
did not. He omitted a vital factor from his consideration, namely,
the deceit practised upon the appellant’s solicitor.175
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
There are no specific rules prohibiting the police from lying to a suspect in order
to elicit an incriminating statement.176 A common form of deception on the part of
the police in this context is through the adoption of undercover investigative methods
which are discussed more fully below. At this point, it is noteworthy that evidence
obtained from undercover operations has been ruled admissible by New Zealand
courts.177 This indicates that the lies integral in such methods are not of themselves
considered to be improper or unfair.
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
Police can lie to suspects. But the methods police may use extend far beyond
lies. In a 2015 survey of 340 highly experienced law enforcement interrogators, 84.7%
were trained in “using deceit.”178
175

R v. Mason [1988] 1 WLR 139 (CA) 144 ( Eng.).
But see Elias, supra note 69, at 2 (noting Clause 4 of the Practice Note clarifies earlier
law by imposing a positive obligation on the police to fairly explain the substance of statements
or the nature of the evidence against a suspect when these matters are the subject of questions
posed by the police). Evidence of the defendant’s statement was excluded in one recent case because the police had misled the defendant about the strength of the other evidence in their possession which identified him as the offender. See R v. Hennessey [2009] NZCA 363 at [37] (N.Z.).
177
See R v. Wichman [2015] NZSC 198, [2016] 1 NZLR 753 at [308] (N.Z.).
178
Hayley M.D. Cleary & Todd C. Warner, Police Training in Interviewing and Interrogation Methods: A Comparison of Techniques Used with Adult and Juvenile Suspects, 40 LAW
& HUM. BEHAV. 270, 275 (2016).
176
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The Court in Miranda described with apparent distaste many of the deceptive
interrogation techniques contained in Criminal Interrogation and Confessions, Fred
E. Inbau & John E. Reid’s leading book on interrogations, published in 1962. The techniques, collectively known as “the Reid Technique,” included prolonged interrogations in private rooms, “Mutt and Jeff” friendly-unfriendly routines, lying about lineup
results, and minimization and maximization techniques which include giving suspects
excuses for what they were accused of doing or maximizing certainty of guilt to give
suspects a feeling of hopelessness. These same techniques continue to be taught by
the Reid organization179 and remain the most common interrogation techniques used
by U.S. law enforcement today.180
Despite its distaste for the techniques, the Court did not limit their use. Instead,
it imposed the warnings requirement to ensure confessions were voluntary and did
not violate a suspect’s Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination. In Illinois
v. Perkins, the Court explained:
Miranda forbids coercion, not mere strategic deception by taking advantage of a suspect’s misplaced trust in one he supposes
to be a fellow prisoner. . . . Ploys to mislead a suspect or lull him
into a false sense of security that do not rise to the level of compulsion or coercion to speak are not within Miranda’s concerns.181
Since Miranda, the Court has consistently avoided creating limits on the use of
deception. In Frazier v. Cupp, for example, the defendant’s confession was admitted
even though the police falsely told him that another man he had been seen with had
confessed and implicated him.182 In a number of cases involving deception which
were decided on other issues, the Court simply ruled without commenting on the
deceptive techniques.183
The Court’s silence has given the lower courts what one commentator called
“carte blanche” to engage in deceptive practices, practices which the availability of
DNA testing has revealed often result in false confessions.184 A recent study by the
Innocence Project shows that of 365 persons exonerated by DNA between 1989 and
179

See Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 449 n.9 (1966) (discussing the extensive use of
the techniques described by the Reid organization). See generally FRED E. INBAU, JOHN E.
REID, JOSEPH P. BUCKLEY & BRIAN C. JAYNE, CRIMINAL INTERROGATION AND CONFESSIONS
(4th ed. 2004).
180
Cleary & Warner, supra note 178, at 271.
181
496 U.S. 292, 297 (1990) (citations omitted).
182
See generally 394 U.S. 731 (1969).
183
See, e.g., Oregon v. Mathiason, 429 U.S. 492, 493–96 (1977) (per curiam) (finding for
Miranda purposes, the fact that police falsely told defendant they found his fingerprints at
the scene was irrelevant).
184
Christopher Slobogin, Deceit, Pretext, and Trickery: Investigative Lies by the Police,
76 OR. L. REV. 775, 781 (1997).
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2020, 29% involved false confessions and 49% of the false confessors were age
twenty-one or younger.185 Notably, 60% of the 365 exonerees were Black.186 Despite
these statistics, courts continue to uphold interrogations involving deceit.187
Not long ago, however, these statistics found their way into the dissent in a murder
case dramatized by the popular Netflix series, Making a Murderer. The dissent pointed
out: “Our long-held idea that innocent people do not confess to crimes has been
upended by advances in DNA profiling. We know now that in approximately 25% of
homicide cases in which convicted persons have later been unequivocally exonerated by DNA evidence, the suspect falsely confessed to committing the crime.”188
Just last year, some of the tactics taught by the Reid organization were prominently
featured and disparaged in When They See Us, another popular Netflix documentary
seen by over 2.3 million households worldwide within the first two weeks of its release.189 The documentary dramatized the well-publicized 1989 case (then–New
York City Mayor Edward Koch called it “the crime of the century”) of five Black
youths who were wrongly charged and convicted of the rape and murder of a white
woman while jogging in New York City’s Central Park. In the program’s last episode,
a prosecutor harshly criticizes a detective for using the Reid Technique to coerce a confession from a suspect and sneers that the technique has been “universally rejected.”190
D. What would be an improper/illegal interrogation in your jurisdiction?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
The propriety or legality of an interrogation goes to the admissibility or discretionary exclusion of the confession or relevant admissions obtained. In that context,
185

DNA Exonerations in the United States, INNOCENCE PROJECT, https://www.innocence
project.org/dna-exonerations-in-the-united-states/ [https://perma.cc/4KZX-R6DC] (last visited
May 6, 2021).
186
Id.
187
Slobogin, supra note 184, at 780–81; see also Deborah Young, Unnecessary Evil:
Police Lying in Interrogations, 28 CONN. L. REV. 425, 451 (1996) (“With no absolute prohibition of police lying during interrogation, courts today are free to condone such lying.”).
188
Dassey v. Dittmann, 877 F.3d 297, 333 (7th Cir. 2017), cert. denied, 138 S. Ct. 2677
(2018) (Wood, C.J., dissenting).
189
Rick Porter, Ava DuVernay’s ‘When They See Us’ Seen by 23 Million, Netflix Says,
HOLLYWOOD REP. (June 26, 2019, 8:37 AM), https://www.hollywoodreporter.com/live-feed
/ava-duvernays-they-see-us-seen-by-23-million-netflix-says-1221069 [https://perma.cc
/K47U-YBQZ].
190
Tal Dickstein & Kamilah Moore, Reid v. Netflix, LOEB & LOEB LLP, https://www.loeb
.com/en/insights/publications/2020/04/reid-v-netflix [https://perma.cc/9WD4-NVK6] (Mar. 24,
2020). To this point, in 2017, Wicklander-Zulawski & Associates, an industry leader in interviewing and interrogation techniques, announced it would stop training detectives in the Reid
training method and, ironically, would only use the technique to teach police about the risks
of false confessions. Eli Hager, The Seismic Change in Police Interrogations, MARSHALL
PROJECT (Mar. 7, 2017, 10:00 PM), https://www.themarshallproject.org/2017/03/07/the-seis
mic-change-in-police-interrogations [https://perma.cc/ACF4-Z6W9].
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an interrogation will be improper or illegal if it involves conduct that (a) contravenes
legislative requirements that must be met by officers dealing with arrested suspects;
(b) involves inducements by persons in authority or the overbearing of the suspect’s
will, such as to render any confession involuntary (the two “definite rules” I referred
to earlier);191 or (c) would justify exclusion of any confession or admission in the
exercise of discretion, because it would be unfair to allow the prosecution to use the
confession against the accused or because of public policy considerations.
A confession is presumed to have been made voluntarily, unless an issue is raised
by the accused as to its admissibility or the circumstances give rise to a doubt about
its voluntariness.192 In such a case, the confession will be excluded unless the prosecution establishes to the satisfaction of the presiding judicial officer, on the balance of
probabilities, that the confession was made voluntarily.193 A confession will not be
voluntary if it was obtained (a) as a result of the accused’s will being overborne, for
instance as a result of duress, intimidation, persistent importunity, or sustained or
undue insistence or pressure (“basal voluntariness”), or (b) in consequence of a threat
or promise made or held out by a person in authority (an inducement). In short, an
accused must have spoken from a free choice to answer questions. The original
rationale for these rules was concern about the unreliability of statements made
under coercion. Some of the forms of conduct contemplated may be “illegal” as well
as improper, if they constitute offences (for instance, an unlawful assault or threat).
The courts have been reluctant to make specific rules for particular factual circumstances, preferring to rely on the broad articulation of the rules, to which I have
referred, and leaving it for judgment on a case-by-case basis as to whether the confession is voluntary. However, comparison with other cases may be instructive in predicting how a court may rule. Improper conduct affecting “basal voluntariness” will
include the use of physical force as well as non-physical intimidation or duress. It may
involve deprivations (for instance of sustenance or sleep). On the other hand, persistence in questioning, even after an indication by the accused that she does not wish to
answer questions, does not necessarily amount to “undue insistence or pressure.”194
As for threats and promises, it is a matter of assessment in the circumstances of
the particular case whether the threat or promise was of such a kind as to induce the
191

See Tofilau v The Queen (2007) 231 CLR 396, 410–22 (Austl.) (discussing the development of the common law regulating the exclusion of evidence of out-of-court confessions);
MacPherson v The Queen (1981) 147 CLR 512, 519–20 (Austl.); McDermott v The King
(1948) 76 CLR 501, 511 (Austl.); Cornelius v The King (1936) 55 CLR 235, 245 (Austl.).
192
R v Williams (1992) 8 WAR 265, 271 (Austl.); Hough v Ah Sam (1912) 15 CLR 452,
457 (Austl.).
193
Williams, 8 WAR at 271–72; MacPherson, 147 CLR at 519; Wendo v The Queen (1963)
109 CLR 559, 572–73 (Austl.).
194
See Western Australia v Smith [2010] WASC 279 (1 October 2010) 3, 6–7 (Austl.);
Slater v Western Australia [2009] WASC 144 (8 May 2009) 8 (Austl.); Malgil v Western
Australia [2008] WASC 290 (10 December 2008) 14 (Austl.).
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confession. Promising a suspect that he will be released on bail if he admits his part
in the offence is an obvious inducement.
The overbearing conduct or inducement must have had an operative effect on
the accused’s choice to answer questions, but the burden is on the prosecution to
establish on the balance of probabilities that either the conduct, threat, or promise
did not occur or that it did not have an operative effect.
In the jurisdictions that have adopted the Uniform Evidence Act, the law has
been modified by statute.195 In each of those jurisdictions, section 84 (which is not
confined to criminal proceedings) provides that, if the party against whom the evidence
is to be adduced raises an issue about its admissibility, evidence of an admission by
that party is not admissible unless the court is satisfied that the making of the
admission was not influenced by:
(a) violent, oppressive, inhuman, or degrading conduct, whether towards
the person who made the admission or towards another person; or
(b) a threat of conduct of that kind.
Section 85(2), which applies only to criminal proceedings, provides that
“[e]vidence of the admission [by a defendant] is not admissible unless the circumstances in which the admission was made were such as to make it unlikely that the
truth of the admission was adversely affected.”196 Factors that are relevant to be
taken into account include (i) the nature of the questions and the manner in which
they were put and (ii) the nature of any threat, promise or other inducement made
to the person questioned.
Factors that are relevant to discretionary exclusion may include whether the accused was able to understand and communicate in English, was placed under pressure,
had adequate breaks and sustenance, and was not pressed to continue whilst fatigued.197
Another factor may be whether police have persisted with questioning after a suspect has indicated a wish not to answer further questions. Other circumstances that
have led to exclusion of confessional evidence in the exercise of discretion have included where detention was unlawful; because officers failed to bring the accused
before a magistrate or bail justice;198 a failure to caution the accused and tell him of
his right to communicate with a friend, relative, or lawyer;199 and an unlawful arrest
of the accused and holding him incommunicado for the purpose of questioning.200
195

Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) ss 84–86 (Austl.); Evidence Act 1995 (NSW) ss 84–86 (Austl.);
Evidence Act 2008 (Vic) ss 84–86 (Austl.); Evidence Act 2011 (ACT) ss 84–86 (Austl.);
Evidence Act 2001 (Tas) ss 84–86 (Austl.).
196
Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) s 85 (Austl.).
197
For an example of how this is considered, see Western Australia v Gibson [2014]
WASC 240 (4 July 2014) 21–22 (Austl.).
198
See, e.g., Cleland v The Queen (1982) 151 CLR 1, 5 (Austl.).
199
See generally Pollard v The Queen (1992) 176 CLR 177 (Austl.).
200
E.g., Foster v The Queen (1993) 113 ALR 1, 7 (Austl.).
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CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
Improper questioning would include the following:
•
•
•

Any questioning that follows a breach of section 10 of the Charter;
Any questioning that results in an involuntary statement; and
Questioning that results in a violation of the right to silence in section
7 of the Charter.

ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
Remarkably, the legality of police detention for questioning was not settled at
common law until as recently as the early 1980s.201 In reality, by mid-century at the
latest, police officers in England and Wales were routinely detaining suspects for
questioning on the euphemistic pretext that suspects were “helping the police with
their inquiries.” These blurred lines left suspects exposed in a legal no-man’s-land,
without any proper juridical framework to regulate their detention or to safeguard
their procedural rights. It was a system of studied non-regulation ripe for abuse.
PACE 1984 was enacted with the express purpose of regularizing police detention
and subjecting it to the rule of law. Section 37 authorizes detention where a “custody
officer has reasonable grounds for believing that [the suspect’s] detention without
being charged is necessary . . . to obtain . . . evidence by questioning [him].”202
PACE also mandated that custodial interrogation would henceforth be strictly
delimited and supervised. Section 37 implies that investigative203 questioning in
relation to any particular offence should cease as soon as there is sufficient evidence
to support a formal criminal charge, though it is permissible to ask further questions “to
clear up an ambiguity in a previous answer or statement” or to put new information
to the suspect where “in the interests of justice . . . the detainee . . . [should] have an
opportunity to comment . . . .”204 Questioning may continue in relation to other
201

See Holgate-Mohammed v. Duke [1984] 1 AC 437 (HL) 445–46.
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, c.60, s. 37(2) (Eng.). This enactment confirmed
a decisive shift in English law’s conception of the legitimate purposes of custodial interrogation. As one commentary observed: “[PACE] embodied the philosophy of encouraging the
use of detention as an instrument for the obtaining of evidence by questioning. Thus, the very
reason why 98 per cent of defendants who are charged are arrested is in order that they can
be interrogated.” DAVID WOLCHOVER & ANTHONY HEATON-ARMSTRONG, WOLCHOVER AND
HEATON-ARMSTRONG ON CONFESSION EVIDENCE 137 (1996).
203
So-called “safety interviews” intended “to prevent or minimise harm or loss to some
other person, or the public” are permitted. PACE Code C, supra note 56, 16.5.
An interview process which, so far as possible, enables the police to protect the public is a necessary imperative. These interviews are variously
described as “safety interviews”, or “urgent” or “emergency interviews”.
The suspect is interviewed for information which may help the police
to protect life and prevent serious damage to property to be obtained.
R v. Ibrahim [2008] EWCA Crim 880, [2009] 1 WLR 578, [33].
204
PACE Code C, supra note 56, 16.5.
202
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of the particular case at issue.”211 The issue of unfairly obtained evidence often intersects with police questioning and the way in which police obtain a statement from
a suspect. When deciding whether a statement was obtained unfairly, section 30(6)
specifically requires judges to take into account the guidelines set out in the Practice
Note.212 These guidelines emphasize that a person must be advised that she is entitled to seek a lawyer’s advice and is not compelled to answer questions.
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
Only two types of interrogations categorically qualify. Looking first to the issue
of Miranda warnings, a complete failure to give the warnings would be improper,
but not illegal. “Failure to administer Miranda warnings creates a presumption of
compulsion,” requiring that “unwarned statements that are otherwise voluntary
within the meaning of the Fifth Amendment . . . be excluded from evidence.”213 But
even here, there are exceptions, as discussed above.
When the question is one of voluntariness, where the police use acts of physical
violence or threats of violence during interrogation, the interrogation would be both
improper and illegal.
Physical violence or threat of it by the custodian of a prisoner
during detention serves no lawful purpose, invalidates confessions that otherwise would be convincing, and is universally
condemned by the law. When present, there is no need to weigh
or measure its effects on the will of the individual victim. . . .
[J]udges long ago found it necessary to guard against miscarriages of justice by treating any confession made concurrently
with torture or threat of brutality as too untrustworthy to be
received as evidence of guilt.214
These decisions did not eliminate police violence. A number of surveys conducted between 2002 and 2008 show that, compared to white individuals, Hispanic
individuals were up to twice as likely and Black individuals up to three times as
likely “to experience physical force or its threat during their most recent contact
with the police.”215 And after decades of litigation, we now know that between 1972
211

R v. Wichman [2015] NZSC 198 at [503] (N.Z.).
Evidence Act 2006, s 30(6).
213
Oregon v. Elstad, 470 U.S. 298, 307 (1985).
214
Stein v. New York, 346 U.S. 156, 182 (1953).
215
Nazgol Ghandnoosh, Black Lives Matter: Eliminating Racial Inequity in the Criminal
Justice System, SENTENCING PROJECT (2015), https://www.sentencingproject.org/publica
tions/black-lives-matter-eliminating-racial-inequity-in-the-criminal-justice-system/ [https://
perma.cc/DH85-87BZ]. See generally U.S. DEP’T OF JUST., BUREAU OF JUST. STAT., NJC
242937, SPECIAL REPORT: POLICE BEHAVIOR DURING TRAFFIC AND STREET STOPS, 2011
(Oct. 2016).
212
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and 1991, Chicago law enforcement used abhorrent torture methods to elicit confessions from at least 120 mostly Black individuals.216
Techniques short of physical force intended to exhaust suspects physically and
mentally may also amount to coercion, but the results in those cases are impossible
to categorize because they are so fact specific. In Davis v. North Carolina, for example, the Court condemned tactics such as lengthy interrogation sessions (in that
case consisting of sixteen days of incommunicado questioning).217 Other cases reject
tactics such as prolonged detention combined with repeated questioning.218
One technique that seems especially offensive to the courts is lying about the
legal process itself. Lynumn v. Illinois, is illustrative.219 There the officers told the
suspect that if she did not confess, her government benefits would be withdrawn and
her children would be taken from her. The Court concluded: “We think it clear that
a confession made under such circumstances must be deemed not voluntary, but coerced.”220 Nonetheless, casebooks are filled with decisions following Lynumn upholding confessions made after promises of lenient treatment, as in Fare v. Michael C.,
where the young suspect was told “a cooperative attitude would be to [his] benefit.”221
Although tactics not involving either physical or mental exhaustion, taken alone,
are generally insufficient to show involuntariness, courts must also weigh those tactics
and the location of the interrogation against the vulnerabilities of the suspect.222 In the
Dassey case mentioned earlier, the court listed a number of relevant factors, including “the suspect’s age, intelligence, and education, as well as his familiarity with the
criminal justice system,” and noted: “The interaction between the suspect’s vulnerabilities and the police tactics may signal coercion even in the absence of physical coercion
or threats.”223 Spano v. New York is a good example of such an interaction. There,
a prolonged interrogation combined with the defendant’s personal characteristics and
the false claims by a fellow officer who was defendant’s childhood friend that he
needed the defendant to confess or his job and family would suffer terrible consequences, violated due process.224
216

The court in United States v. Burge described the torture this way: “Former Chicago Police
Commander Jon Burge presided over an interrogation regime where suspects were suffocated
with plastic bags, electrocuted until they lost consciousness, held down against radiators, and
had loaded guns pointed at their heads during rounds of Russian roulette.” 711 F.3d 803, 806
(7th Cir. 2013).
217
384 U.S. 737, 752 (1966).
218
See, e.g., Spano v. New York, 360 U.S. 315, 322–23 (1959).
219
372 U.S. 528, 534 (1963).
220
Id.
221
442 U.S. 707, 727 (1979).
222
See Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 226 (1973).
223
Dassey v. Dittman, 877 F.3d 297, 304 (7th Cir. 2017), cert. denied, 138 S. Ct. 2677
(2018).
224
Spano v. New York, 360 U.S. 315, 322–23 (1959).
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No technique can be improper without police coercion. In Colorado v. Connelly,
the Court emphasized the need for a link between the suspect’s state of mind and the
actions of the police. Lacking that link, even where a suspect was experiencing
“command hallucinations,” the resulting confession was found to be admissible because
there was no causal connection between the police conduct and the confession.225
II. REMEDIES
A. If police conduct an improper interrogation, will the resulting confession be
excluded at trial?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
In the jurisdictions where there has been no modification of the common law,
if the impropriety results in a confession that is not voluntary, the confession will be
excluded at trial. In those jurisdictions, if the confession is ruled to have been voluntary, it may still be excluded in the exercise of discretion, on the bases I outlined
above. The potential for the confession to be unreliable when improper methods have
been used is important, but not the only relevant factor in considering discretionary
exclusion. It has been observed that “it is not always possible to treat voluntariness,
reliability, unfairness to the accused and public policy considerations as discrete
issues.”226 The differentiation is important, however, in that involuntariness will result in strict exclusion, whereas discretionary bases require the accused to satisfy the
court on the balance of probabilities that the evidence ought to be excluded.
The unfairness discretion is concerned with whether admitting the evidence would
be unfair to the accused at trial, rather than whether the police engaged in unfair
treatment of the accused when the confession was obtained.227
The third basis for discretionary exclusion, namely that the probative value of
the evidence is outweighed by its prejudicial effect (that is, the potential to lead the
jury into improper reasoning about the accused’s guilt), depends, in the case of a confession, on the likelihood that it is not reliable, as that is the only factor that could
reduce its probative value to a level where the potential for prejudice becomes relevant.
In most cases, an impropriety that is not sufficient to render a confession legally
inadmissible will be unlikely to render a confession unreliable to the extent that the
third head of discretion would be engaged.
225

479 U.S. 157, 161–62, 164 (1986).
R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159, 197 (Austl.) (in which Toohey, Gaudron, and
Gummow JJ said that it may be expected that “improprieties calculated to cause the making
of an untrue admission . . . . will often impact on the exercise of a free choice to speak if that
notion is given its full effect. However, it will not necessarily be so in every case.”).
227
Van der Meer v The Queen (1988) 82 ALR 10, 26 (Austl.).
226
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All of the Australian jurisdictions have legislation the effect of which is to exclude
evidence, including confessional evidence, where there has been noncompliance by
relevant authorities with a requirement of the legislation, unless the court decides
otherwise, having regard to various factors which lead to satisfaction that it is in the
interests of justice to admit the evidence.228 There are usually separate provisions, with
which I will deal in a later section, that require admissions to be video recorded and
deal with the admissibility of admissions that do not comply with that requirement.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
It is not uncommon for a statement to be challenged both on common law and
constitutional grounds. While the issues are related, and the evidence often identical,
the doctrines engage different burdens and standards of proof.
At common law, the prosecution bears the onus of proving a statement to be
voluntary beyond a reasonable doubt—one of the few situations in which the criminal standard of proof is applied to a single piece of evidence. If a statement is found
to be involuntary, it is automatically excluded.
Where the defence alleges a Charter violation, the accused bears the persuasive
onus on a civil standard of proof. The accused must: 1) establish the Charter violation on a balance of probabilities; and 2) must establish that the admission of the
evidence would bring the administration of justice into disrepute.
The Charter does not guarantee a remedy for every rights violation. Admission
of evidence obtained in violation of the Charter is governed by section 24 of the
Charter which provides:
(1) Anyone whose rights or freedoms, as guaranteed by this Charter, have been infringed or denied may apply to a court of competent jurisdiction to obtain such remedy as the court considers
appropriate and just in the circumstances.
(2) Where, in proceedings under subsection (1), a court concludes that evidence was obtained in a manner that infringed or
denied any rights or freedoms guaranteed by this Charter, the
evidence shall be excluded if it is established that, having regard
to all the circumstances, the admission of it in the proceedings
would bring the administration of justice into disrepute.229
228

By way of example, see section 154(2) of the Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (CIA) in
Western Australia which lays out in some detail rules as to the admission of such evidence.
Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 154(2) (Austl.). The Act further provides that “[t]he
court may nevertheless decide to admit the evidence if it is satisfied that the desirability of admitting the evidence outweighs the undesirability of admitting the evidence,” having regard to
a number of specified factors and “any other matter the court thinks fit.” Id. s 155(2)–(3)(f).
229
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 24 (1)–(2), Part I of the Constitution Act,
1982, being Schedule B to the Canada Act, 1982, c 11 (U.K.).
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These words have generated decades of litigation and have been given differing
interpretations over the years. The current iteration of the section 24(2) test was set
by the Supreme Court of Canada in 2009 in R. v. Grant.230 In brief, the Court must
consider the seriousness of the state infringing conduct; the impact of the breach on
the suspect’s rights; and the societal interest in the prosecution of crime. Statements
obtained following a violation of the right to counsel are, as a general rule, excluded
due to the seriousness of the breach and the fact that the accused was conscripted to
manufacture evidence against himself. This raises serious concerns about self-incrimination and the fairness of the trial. Courts will not speculate on what advice a suspect
would have received absent the breach. There are some cases in which a statement
made after a section 10(b) breach was admitted. This may occur where the suspect
had an “irresistible desire to confess,”231 but such cases are very rare.
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
The traditional common law rationale for excluding “involuntary” confessions was
pithily summarized by Lord Griffiths: “[T]he rejection of an improperly obtained
confession is not dependent only upon possible unreliability but also upon the principle
that a man cannot be compelled to incriminate himself and upon the importance that
attaches in a civilised society to proper behaviour by the police towards those in
their custody.”232
The old common law admissibility standard was superseded and replaced by
section 76 of PACE 1984. Subsection 76(1) provides that: “In any proceedings a confession made by an accused person may be given in evidence against him in so far
as it is relevant to any matter in issue in the proceedings and is not excluded by the
court in pursuance of this section.”233
The principal grounds of exclusion are then adumbrated by subsection 76(2):
If, in any proceedings where the prosecution proposes to give in
evidence a confession made by an accused person, it is represented to the court that the confession was or may have been
obtained—
(a) by oppression of the person who made it; or
(b) in consequence of anything said or done which was likely,
in the circumstances existing at the time, to render unreliable any confession which might be made by him in
consequence thereof,

230
231
232
233

2009 SCC 32 para. 71, [2009] 2 S.C.R. 353, 393–94 (Can.).
See R. v. Harper, [1994] 3 S.C.R. 343, 346 (Can.).
Lam Chi-ming v. R [1991] 2 AC 212 (PC) 220.
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, c. 60, s. 76(1) (Eng.).
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the court shall not allow the confession to be given in evidence
against him except in so far as the prosecution proves to the court
beyond reasonable doubt that the confession (notwithstanding
that it may be true) was not obtained as aforesaid.234
It is a measure of how seriously Parliament takes the responsibility of monitoring
the quality of confession evidence that the onus is placed squarely on the prosecution to disprove “beyond reasonable doubt” any objection to the admissibility of a
confession under either paragraph (a) or (b) of subsection (2).235
The Court of Appeal’s early decision in Fulling236 remains one of the leading
judicial pronouncements on the meaning of “oppression” under section 76(2)(a) of
PACE. According to Lord Lane CJ, section 76(2)(a)’s concept of oppression bears
its ordinary dictionary meaning:
The Oxford English Dictionary as its third definition of the word
runs as follows: “Exercise of authority or power in a burdensome,
harsh, or wrongful manner; unjust or cruel treatment of subjects,
inferiors, etc., [or] the imposition of unreasonable or unjust burdens.” One of the quotations given under that paragraph runs as
follows: “There is not a word in our language which expresses
more detestable wickedness than oppression.”237
Subsequent authorities have interpreted section 76(2)(a) more expansively. In Paris,
Abdullahi and Miller238 (the “Cardiff Three”), the suspect Miller was interrogated
over some thirteen hours, during which time he denied the murder no less than 300
times, before he finally confessed. Lord Taylor CJ seemed genuinely shocked by the
audiotaped record of the interview, exclaiming that “[s]hort of physical violence, it
is hard to conceive of a more hostile and intimidating approach by officers to a
suspect.”239 At the other end of the spectrum, an officer’s isolated shouting, swearing, or fleeting loss of temper would not amount to oppression,240 nor does every
police impropriety automatically trigger exclusion.241 The maturity, mental stability,
234

Id. s. 76(2). Section 76(8) provides that: “‘[O]ppression’ includes torture, inhuman or
degrading treatment, and the use or threat of violence (whether or not amounting to torture).”
235
Id. s. 76(2).
236
R v. Fulling [1987] QB 426 (CA) (Eng.).
237
Id. at 432.
238
R v. Paris, Abdullahi & Miller (1993) 97 Cr. App. R. 99 (CA) 102 (Eng.).
239
Id. at 103.
240
R v. Emmerson (1991) 92 Cr. App. R. 284 (CA) 284–85 (Eng.); R v. Heaton [1993] Crim.
L. Rev. 593 (CA) 595 (Eng.); see also Hussein v. Defence Secretary [2013] EWHC (Admin) 95,
[38] (shouting at military captives not inhuman, and unlikely to be considered “oppressive”).
241
R v. Parker [1995] Crim. L. Rev. 233 (CA) 234 (specifically applying the more general
principle established in cases such as R v. Keenan [1990] 2 QB 54 (CA) 69 (Eng.)).
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and physical health of the suspect,242 as well as the conduct of the interviewing
officers themselves, must all be taken into account in arriving at an intensively factsensitive assessment.
The second limb of section 76(2) targets, not the unreliability of any particular
confession, but circumstances liable to produce unreliable admissions (even if the
confession in the instant case is or might well be true).243 The test is one of—as it
were—hypothetical unreliability:
[T]he test is not whether the actual confession was untruthful or
inaccurate. It is whether whatever was said or done was, in the
circumstances existing as at the time of the confession, likely to
have rendered such a confession unreliable, whether or not it may
be seen subsequently (with hindsight and in the light of all the
material available at trial) that it did or did not actually do so.244
Section 76(2)(b) is predicated on the assumption that a categorical rule of exclusion
will promote the reliability of confession evidence in general, in preference to a
discretionary approach relying on case-specific judicial determinations and ad hoc
exceptions. The reliability of particular admissions is not treated as a criterion of
admissibility in its own right. Contextual applications of subsection (2)(b) must focus
on the interaction between particular suspects and the nature and conditions of the
police interview or other occasion on which an admission was made. “The question
is always fact specific, and in particular, defendant specific . . . . The focus must be
concentrated on the reliability of the confession made by the individual defendant,
given the circumstances as they existed when the confession was made.”245 In contrast
to the “oppression” ground of exclusion, however, the operation of the unreliability
limb does not presuppose any impropriety on the part of the police.246 Some disturbed or dissociated suspects247 may be prone to making false admissions in the
absence of any untoward pressure or encouragement to incriminate themselves.248
242

See, e.g., R v. Seelig [1992] 1 WLR 148 (CA) 155 (Eng.); R v. Smith (Wallace Duncan)
(1994) 99 Cr. App. R. 233 (CA) 238 (Eng.).
243
See Re Proulx [2001] 1 All ER 57 (DC) (Eng.).
244
Id. at 77.
245
R v. Wahab [2002] EWCA Crim 1570 [40], [2003] 1 Cr. App. R. 15, 241 (Eng.).
246
Beeres v. CPS [2014] EWHC (Admin) 283, [10], [2014] 2 Cr. App. R. 8 101, 107 (“The
absence of culpability on the part of the police is not determinative since a confession may prove
to be unreliable notwithstanding.”).
247
See, e.g., R v. Ward (Judith) [1993] 1 WLR 619 (CA) 674 (Eng.); R v. Brady [2004]
EWCA Crim 2230, [1], [17] (Eng.) (described by Laws LJ as an “extraordinary” and “troublesome” case in which the accused’s conviction of robbery, to which she confessed and pleaded
guilty, was only quashed when two independent eyewitnesses came forward to say that she
had been misidentified as the robber).
248
“[S]ometimes all is not what it seems. The question . . . is one of objective evaluation.”
R v. Wilding [2010] EWCA Crim 2799, [21] (Gross LJ) (Eng.); see also R v. Roberts [2011]
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NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
New Zealand courts have long claimed jurisdiction to exclude improperly obtained evidence.249 Initially, exclusion was on the basis of trial fairness. Following the
enactment of the NZBORA, the courts began excluding evidence obtained in breach
of the rights enshrined therein and shifted towards a presumption in favour of exclusion. However, the Court of Appeal replaced this approach with a balancing test
focusing on whether exclusion of the improperly obtained evidence was a proportionate remedy to the impropriety giving rise to the evidence.250 This approach has
largely been codified in section 30 of the Evidence Act which requires a balancing
exercise in light of a non-exhaustive list of factors in section 30(3):
(a) the importance of any right breached by the impropriety and
the seriousness of the intrusion on it:
(b) the nature of the impropriety, in particular, whether it was
deliberate, reckless, or done in bad faith:
(c) the nature and quality of the improperly obtained evidence:
(d) the seriousness of the offence with which the defendant is
charged:
(e) whether there were any other investigatory techniques not
involving any breach of the rights that were known to be
available but were not used:
(f) whether there are alternative remedies to exclusion of the evidence that can adequately provide redress to the defendant:
(g) whether the impropriety was necessary to avoid apprehended
physical danger to the Police or others:
(h) whether there was any urgency in obtaining the improperly
obtained evidence.251
The New Zealand approach neither mandates the exclusion of evidence nor creates
a presumption in its favour. It simply maintains the balancing test where exclusion
will only be ordered where it is deemed a proportionate response to the impropriety
having regard to the need for an effective and credible justice system.252
EWCA Crim 2974, [17] (Goldring LJ) (Eng.) (referring to “the objective likelihood of reliability in the circumstances at the time the confession was made”).
249
See generally Simon France, Exclusion of Improperly Obtained Evidence, 11 N.Z.
UNIVS. L. REV. 334 (1985).
250
See generally R v. Shaheed [2002] 2 NZLR 377 (N.Z.).
251
Evidence Act 2006, s 30(3) (N.Z.).
252
The Law Commission in the Second Review of the Evidence Act noted that the general
policy of section 30 should be examined given common concerns that the section is skewed
too heavily in favor of admission rather than exclusion. N.Z. Law Comm’n, The Second Review
of the Evidence Act 2006 [2019] NZLCR 142: Te Arotake Tuarua I te Evidence Act 2006,
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In addition to section 30, the reliability rule and the oppression rule in sections
28 and 29 of the Evidence Act 2006 provide further means of control over the admissibility of statements obtained through questionable investigative methods.253
Unlike section 30 which leaves an overarching discretion with the judge as whether
or not evidence ought to be excluded, sections 28 and 29 are both rules of automatic
exclusion: once the conditions in either of those sections are made out, the evidence
simply must be excluded.254
The reliability rule in section 28 focuses on the circumstances in which the
statement offered by the prosecution was made. If the defendant or the judge makes
reliability a live issue on the basis of an evidential foundation, the statement must
be excluded unless the prosecution proves on the balance of probabilities that the
circumstances in which the statement was made were not likely to have adversely
affected its reliability.255
Section 29 operates to exclude statements that are influenced by oppression.256
If the defendant or the judge makes oppression a live issue, then the prosecution
must satisfy the judge beyond reasonable doubt that the statement was not influenced by oppression.257
NZLII, s 7.5, http://www.nzlii.org/nz/other/lawreform/NZLCR/2019/142.html [https://perma
.cc/B4MQ-87Z5] (Mar. 13, 2019).
253
Evidence Act 2006, ss 28–29.
254
Id.
255
When making the reliability assessment, the judge must have regard to the non-exhaustive
list of matters in section 28(4) including the defendant’s physical, mental or psychological
condition at the time the statement was made; any mental, intellectual or physical disability
to which the defendant is subject; the nature of any questions and manner and circumstances
in which they were put to the defendant; and the nature of any threat, promise or representation made to the defendant or any other person. Id. s 28(4). Section 28(3) provides a limited
exception and that is when a statement is offered only as evidence of the physical, mental or
psychological condition of the defendant or as evidence of the fact the statement was made,
as opposed to for the proof of its content. Id. s 28(3).
In one recent case, the defendant argued that her statement should be inadmissible under
section 28 due to a combination of extreme tiredness and the effects of cannabis and alcohol.
R v. Butler [2019] NZHC 446 at [33] (N.Z.). The court accepted that the issue of reliability
was a live issue, but held that the defendant’s tiredness and any enduring effects of alcohol
or cannabis at the time of her police interviews were not likely to have adversely affected the
reliability of her statement. Id. The court noted the absence of any case law or social science
research to assist with her decision and considered a “common sense” approach to be most
appropriate. Id. at [21].
256
Evidence Act 2006, s 29.
257
Section 29(5) provides an exhaustive definition of oppression as “oppressive, violent, inhuman, or degrading conduct towards, or treatment of, the defendant or another person; or . . .
a threat of conduct or treatment of that kind.” Id. In R v. Hanford, Priestley J stated that the words
in section 29(5) “denote conduct of a very brutal, physically violent, or highly callous type.”
HC Auckland CRI 2007-057-1922, 24 July 2008 at [64] (N.Z.).
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Sections 28–30 will often overlap and intersect. In one prominent decision, the
Supreme Court reviewed the reform process leading to sections 28–30 of the Act:
In our view, the legislative scheme reveals a three tier approach
to confessional statements:
(a) At the most serious level are statements obtained under
the influence of oppression. . . .
(b) The second tier concerns reliability. . . . The change in the
standard of proof [of ss 28(2); 29(2)] is indicative of reliability
issues being regarded as less serious than oppressive conduct. . . .
(c) If neither s 28 nor s 29 apply, the statement falls for consideration under the more general provisions of s 30. . . . If the
statement is found to have been improperly obtained (for s 30
purposes) there is no onus on the Crown to demonstrate that the
circumstances require admission of the statement. Rather, the
circumstances in which the confessional statement was obtained
becomes one of the number of balancing factors set out in s 30(3)
to be taken into account in determining whether the statement
should be admitted.258
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
If police conduct an improper interrogation, it is difficult to determine if the
resulting confession will be excluded at trial. It depends on the circumstances. Due
process, however, prohibits coerced confessions from being used in any way in a
criminal trial.259
As a general rule, that is also true for voluntary confessions given in violation of
Miranda, as the Court made clear in Oregon v. Elstad, discussed above.260 However,
as we have seen, there are exceptions to this rule.
B. Will tangible evidence be excluded if the statement is not allowed?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
The answer is “not necessarily.” There is no strict rule of exclusion of “the fruit
of the poisoned tree” in the common law applied in Australia.
The public policy basis for discretionary exclusion was first expounded in
Australia in Bunning v Cross, a case concerning the administering of a breathalyser
test in contravention of the relevant statutory requirements.261 It was held that the
258

R v Hawea [2009] NZCA 127 at [31] (N.Z.) (citations omitted).
See Mincey v. Arizona, 437 U.S. 385, 398 (1978).
260
470 U.S. 298, 307 (1985).
261
(1978) 141 CLR 54, 80–81 (Austl.). The court referred to the decision in R v Ireland,
(1970) 126 CLR 321, 335 (Austl.) which, in part, did involve a confession.
259
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court had a discretion at common law to exclude tangible evidence obtained by illegal
or improper process, which includes a failure to comply with statutory obligations,
although in the circumstances of that case the High Court held that the evidence ought
to have been admitted. I am not aware of any decision in Australia in which “tangible
evidence” has been excluded on the basis that the accused’s statement that identified
the existence or location of the object was excluded. However, it is within the principles concerning discretionary exclusion (both in respect of fairness and public policy)
for an exhibit found in such circumstances to be excluded at trial if the interests of
justice favoured such a course. That decision would be reached after taking into
account the competing factors, in particular the desirability of bringing wrongdoers
to justice on the one hand and the damage to the integrity of the administration of
justice and law enforcement on the other.262
Provisions such as section 154(2) of the CIA (referred to above) render inadmissible any evidence derived from the exercise of a power where there has been a
contravention of a relevant requirement of the Act.263 On the face of it, the provision
could apply to exclude (presumptively) tangible evidence of which the police became
aware only as a result of the accused’s admissions which have been excluded from evidence. Such tangible evidence could be said to have been derived from the exercise of
the power to detain the suspect for the purposes of interviewing or investigation.264
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
This raises the question of derivative evidence.
For many years, the key question was whether the tangible evidence would have
been discovered but for the breach. For example, in R. v. Black, the accused was a
suspect in a homicide.265 While being questioned in her home, she produced the knife
that had been used to kill the victim from her kitchen drawer. While the police violated
the suspect’s right to counsel, and her statements were excluded, the Supreme Court
of Canada ruled that the knife was admissible at trial. There was no doubt that the
police would have conducted a search of the accused’s apartment with or without her
assistance and that such a search would have uncovered the knife. Because the evidence
was discoverable even without the statement, it was ruled admissible at the trial.
By way of contrast, in R. v. Burlingham, the murder weapon was excluded at
trial.266 Police engaged in highly improper and unconstitutional questioning techniques of Mr. Burlingham before asking him to identify where the weapon was. He
262

See generally Ireland, 126 CLR 321; R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159 (Austl.). In
Ireland, Barwick CJ said: “Convictions obtained by the aid of unlawful or unfair acts may be
obtained at too high a price.” Ireland, 126 CLR at 335.
263
Criminal Investigations Act 2006 (WA) s 154(2) (Austl.).
264
See id. s 139(2)(b)–(c).
265
See generally [1989] 2 S.C.R. 138 (Can.).
266
See generally [1995] 2 S.C.R. 206 (Can.).
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eventually showed police where he had left the gun months earlier, under what had
since become the frozen Kootenay River. Armed with that information, police divers
located the gun for presentation at trial. In excluding the statements and the gun, the
Court noted that the gun would never have been found were it not for the unconstitutional conduct by the police officers.
With the evolution of the section 24(2) test under R. v. Grant,267 discoverability
is no longer dispositive when dealing with derivative evidence. It is one of many
factors to be considered:
The weighing process and balancing of these concerns is one for
the trial judge in each case. Provided the judge has considered
the correct factors, considerable deference should be accorded to
his or her decision. As a general rule, however, it can be ventured
that where reliable evidence is discovered as a result of a good
faith infringement that did not greatly undermine the accused’s
protected interests, the trial judge may conclude that it should be
admitted under s. 24(2). On the other hand, deliberate and egregious police conduct that severely impacted the accused’s protected interests may result in exclusion, notwithstanding that the
evidence may be reliable.
The s. 24(2) judge must remain sensitive to the concern that
a more flexible rule may encourage police to improperly obtain
statements that they know will be inadmissible, in order to find
derivative evidence which they believe may be admissible. The
judge should refuse to admit evidence where there is reason to believe the police deliberately abused their power to obtain a statement which might lead them to such evidence. Where derivative
evidence is obtained by way of a deliberate or flagrant Charter
breach, its admission would bring the administration of justice
into further disrepute and the evidence should be excluded.268
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
English law has never embraced a general “fruit of the poisoned tree” doctrine
mandating exclusion of evidence obtained through a tainted confession or any other
kind of illegality or impropriety. The traditional common law rule, stretching back
at least to the mid-eighteenth century, is that the admissibility of evidence at trial is
wholly unaffected by the circumstances in which it was obtained.269 By the same token,
267

2009 SCC 32, [2009] 2 S.C.R. 353 (Can.).
Id. paras. 127–28.
269
Classic early authorities include R v. Warickshall (1783) 168 Eng. Rep. 234; 1 Leach 263;
R v. Griffin (1809) 168 Eng. Rep. 732; Russ & Ry 151; R v. Gould (1840) 173 Eng. Rep. 870;
268
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FKRLFHQRWWRVSHDNWRSROLFHDERXWWKHPDWWHUWKHFRYHUWHOLFLWDWLRQRIWKHFRQIHVVLRQ
ZRXOGEHDQLPSURSHUFLUFXPYHQWLRQRIWKHDSSHOODQW¶VULJKWWRUHPDLQVLOHQW
2QWKHRWKHUKDQGZKHUHDVXVSHFWLQGLFDWHGKHUGHVLUHWRGLVFRQWLQXHWKHLQ
WHUYLHZEXWWKHQFKRVHWRDQVZHUTXHVWLRQVZKHQWKHSROLFHFRQWLQXHGZLWKWKHLQ
WHUYLHZDQGWKHUHZDVQRVXJJHVWLRQRIKHUZLOOKDYLQJEHHQRYHUERUQHLWZDVKHOG
WKDWWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHVGLGQRWZDUUDQWWKHH[FOXVLRQRIWKHHYLGHQFHLQWKHH[HUFLVH
RIGLVFUHWLRQ
,WLVDSSURSULDWHWRQRWHWKDWLIDQDFFXVHGDQVZHUVVRPHTXHVWLRQVDQGVD\V³QR
FRPPHQW´LQUHVSHFWRIRWKHUVDMXU\ZLOORUGLQDULO\EHGLUHFWHGWKDWWKH\DUHQRWWR
GUDZDQ\DGYHUVHLQIHUHQFHDJDLQVWWKHDFFXVHGIURPWKHIDFWKHKDVH[HUFLVHGWKH
ULJKWQRWWRDQVZHUVRPHTXHVWLRQV
$VIRUUHTXHVWLQJDODZ\HUWKHREOLJDWLRQRQWKHSROLFHWRDIIRUGDQDUUHVWHG
VXVSHFWWKHULJKWWRVSHDNZLWKDODZ\HUZLOORUGLQDULO\HQWDLOWKHLQWHUYLHZLQJRIILFHU
DVNLQJWKHVXVSHFWZKHWKHUKHZLVKHVWRVSHDNZLWKDODZ\HU,WLVQHFHVVDU\IRUWKH
VXVSHFWWRLQGLFDWHSRVLWLYHO\WKDWKHZLVKHVWRGRVR,WLVQRWIRUWKHSROLFHWRPDNH
WKHGHFLVLRQIRUWKHVXVSHFWLIKHHTXLYRFDWHV7KHVLWXDWLRQLVGLIIHUHQWLQ:HVWHUQ
$XVWUDOLDKRZHYHULQUHVSHFWRI$ERULJLQDOSHUVRQVDQG7RUUHV6WUDLW,VODQGHUV,Q
WKRVHFDVHVWKHSROLFHPXVW D QRWLI\WKH$ERULJLQDO/HJDO6HUYLFH:HVWHUQ$XVWUD
OLD $/6:$ E\WHOHSKRQHEHIRUHLQWHUYLHZLQJWKHVXVSHFW E DOORZWKHODZ\HUWR
VSHDNZLWKWKHVXVSHFWDQG F VSHDNZLWKWKHODZ\HUWRDVFHUWDLQLIWKHUHDUHDQ\
FRQFHUQVEHIRUHLQWHUYLHZLQJWKHVXVSHFW
&$1$'$+21-867,&(320(5$1&(
2QFHDGHWDLQHHDVVHUWVWKDWVKHZRXOGOLNHWRVSHDNWRDODZ\HUVKHQHHGQRW
WDNHIXUWKHUVWHSVWRUHTXHVWDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRGRVR,WLVLQFXPEHQWXSRQWKHSROLFH


SeeR v Swaffield  &/5± $XVWO  %UHQQDQ&- id.DW
7RRKH\*DXGURQ *XPPRZ-- id.DW .LUE\- 

See Western Australia v Smith>@:$6& 2FWREHU ± $XVWO 

SeePolice Force Regulations 1979 :$ UHJ $XVWO 
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WRIDFLOLWDWHWKHULJKWLQDWLPHO\IDVKLRQ,IDGHWDLQHHLVDPELJXRXVDERXWZKHWKHUVKH
ZLVKHVWRVSHDNWRDODZ\HUSROLFHDUHXQGHUDQREOLJDWLRQWRFODULI\WKHGHWDLQHH¶V
SRVLWLRQDQGSHUKDSVUHLWHUDWHWKHULJKWWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHGHWDLQHHKDVDIXOOXQGHU
VWDQGLQJ$QDPELJXRXVUHVSRQVHZLOOQRWTXDOLI\DVDZDLYHURIWKHULJKWWRFRXQVHO
DVDZDLYHUPXVWEHH[SUHVVDQGXQDPELJXRXV
7KDWVDLGWKHGHWDLQHHGRHVKDYHDGXW\WRDFWZLWKGLOLJHQFH)RUH[DPSOHLI
WKHGHWDLQHH¶VODZ\HURIFKRLFHLVQRWDYDLODEOHDQGZLOOQRWEHIRUVHYHUDOKRXUV
GLOLJHQFHPD\UHTXLUHWKHGHWDLQHHWRREWDLQOHJDODGYLFHIURPGXW\FRXQVHOLQVWHDG
,IDGHWDLQHHLVQRWGLOLJHQWLQWKHH[HUFLVHRIKHUULJKWWRFRXQVHOWKLVZLOOVXVSHQG
WKHREOLJDWLRQRQSROLFHWRUHIUDLQIURPHOLFLWLQJHYLGHQFH
$VIRUWKHULJKWWRVLOHQFHVXVSHFWVPD\DVVHUWWKHULJKWWRVLOHQFHDWDQ\WLPH
7KHFDVHODZLVIXOORIH[DPSOHVRIVXVSHFWVZKRKDYHIDLOHGWRKHHGWKHDGYLFHRI
WKHLUODZ\HUWRVD\QRWKLQJ7KRVHZKRGRIROORZWKHDGYLFHPD\DVVHUWWKHULJKWWR
VLOHQFHLQUHVSRQVHWRSROLFHTXHVWLRQLQJ:KLOHWKHVXVSHFWFDQDVVHUWWKHULJKWWR
DVVHUWWKHULJKWWRVLOHQFHWKLVGRHVQRWKDYHWKHHIIHFWRIKDOWLQJRUVXVSHQGLQJSROLFH
TXHVWLRQLQJ7KH6XSUHPH&RXUWRI&DQDGDKDVKHOGWKDW³>W@KHVWDWHLVQRWREOLJHG
WRSURWHFWWKHVXVSHFWDJDLQVWPDNLQJDVWDWHPHQWLQGHHGLWLVRSHQWRWKHVWDWHWRXVH
OHJLWLPDWHPHDQVRISHUVXDVLRQWRHQFRXUDJHWKHVXVSHFWWRGRVR´,QR. v. Singh
WKHFRXUWFRQILUPHGWKDW³:KDWWKHFRPPRQODZUHFRJQL]HVLVWKHLQGLYLGXDO¶VULJKW
WRremainVLOHQW7KLVGRHVQRWPHDQKRZHYHUWKDWDSHUVRQKDVWKHULJKWnot to be
spoken toE\VWDWHDXWKRULWLHV´7KHTXHVWLRQLQDQ\JLYHQFDVHLVZKHWKHUWKHSHU
VLVWHQWTXHVWLRQLQJGHQLHGWKHDFFXVHGWKHDELOLW\WRPDNHDPHDQLQJIXOFKRLFHDERXW
ZKHWKHUWRVSHDN
,QSinghWKHSROLFHFRQWLQXHGTXHVWLRQLQJWKHDFFXVHGGHVSLWHHLJKWHHQDVVHUWLRQV
WKDWKHGLGQRWZLVKWRVD\DQ\WKLQJ:KLOHWKH6XSUHPH&RXUWRI&DQDGDIRXQG
QRYLRODWLRQLQWKDWFDVHLWOHIWRSHQWKHSRVVLELOLW\WKDWVXFKFRQGXFWFRXOGDPRXQW
WRDQLQIULQJHPHQW,EHOLHYHWKDWSinghSURSHUO\FRQVWUXHGLVDFDVHDERXWDSSHOODWH
GHIHUHQFH7KH6XSUHPH&RXUWRI&DQDGDUHYHUVHGWKHFRXUWRIDSSHDOIRUQRWVKRZLQJ
SURSHUGHIHUHQFHWRWKHWULDOMXGJH¶VILQGLQJWKDWWKHUHZDVQRYLRODWLRQ8OWLPDWHO\
WKHVHGHFLVLRQVDUHIDFWVSHFLILFDQGLQYROYHWKHZHLJKLQJRIVHYHUDOIDFWRUV
,WPXVWDJDLQEHHPSKDVL]HGWKDWVXFKVLWXDWLRQVDUHKLJKO\
IDFWVSHFLILFDQGWULDOMXGJHVPXVWWDNHLQWRDFFRXQWDOOWKHUHOHYDQW
IDFWRUVLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHURUQRWWKH&URZQKDVHVWDEOLVKHG
WKDWWKHDFFXVHG¶VFRQIHVVLRQLVYROXQWDU\,QVRPHFLUFXPVWDQFHV
WKHHYLGHQFHZLOOVXSSRUWDILQGLQJWKDWFRQWLQXHGTXHVWLRQLQJE\
WKHSROLFHLQWKHIDFHRIWKHDFFXVHG¶VUHSHDWHGDVVHUWLRQVRIWKH
ULJKWWRVLOHQFHGHQLHGWKHDFFXVHGDPHDQLQJIXOFKRLFHZKHWKHUWR
VSHDNRUWRUHPDLQVLOHQW7KHQXPEHURIWLPHVWKHDFFXVHGDVVHUWV




5Y+HUEHUW>@6&5± &DQ 
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KLVRUKHUULJKWWRVLOHQFHLVSDUWRIWKHDVVHVVPHQWRIDOORIWKH
FLUFXPVWDQFHVEXWLVQRWLQLWVHOIGHWHUPLQDWLYH7KHXOWLPDWH
TXHVWLRQLVZKHWKHUWKHDFFXVHGH[HUFLVHGIUHHZLOOE\FKRRVLQJ
WRPDNHDVWDWHPHQW
(1*/$1'$1':$/(6352)(662552%(576
$FFHVVWRFXVWRGLDOOHJDODGYLFHLVUHJDUGHGDVSDUWRIWKHIXQGDPHQWDO KXPDQ
ULJKWWRDIDLUWULDOLQVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJWKH8.ZKLFKDUHSDUWLHVWRWKH(XURSHDQ&RQ
YHQWLRQRQ+XPDQ5LJKWVDQGIRUVXVSHFWVLQSUHFKDUJHSROLFHGHWHQWLRQLQ(QJODQG
DQG:DOHVWKLVLVJXDUDQWHHGE\VHFWLRQRIWKH3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO(YLGHQFH$FW
3$&( ,QR v. SamuelWKH&RXUWRI$SSHDOGHVFULEHGWKHVHFWLRQULJKWWR
IUHH FXVWRGLDOOHJDODGYLFHDV³RQHRIWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWDQGIXQGDPHQWDOULJKWV
RIDFLWL]HQ´DVHQWLPHQWZKLFKWKH6WUDVERXUJ(XURSHDQ&RXUWRI+XPDQ5LJKWV
VWURQJO\HQGRUVHV'HWDLQHGVXVSHFWVLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHVPXVWEHLQIRUPHGRI
WKLVULJKWE\WKHSROLFHZLWKRXWSURPSWLQJWKH\GRQRWDFWLYHO\QHHGWRUHTXHVWLW
3DUDJUDSKRI3$&(&RGH&VWDWHVXQHTXLYRFDOO\WKDW³>Q@RSROLFHRIILFHUVKRXOG
DWDQ\WLPHGRRUVD\DQ\WKLQJZLWKWKHLQWHQWLRQRIGLVVXDGLQJDQ\SHUVRQZKRLV
HQWLWOHGWROHJDODGYLFHLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKLV&RGHZKHWKHURUQRWWKH\KDYHEHHQ
DUUHVWHGDQGDUHGHWDLQHGIURPREWDLQLQJOHJDODGYLFH´3DUDJUDSKRI&RGH&
DGGVWKDW³>D@GHWDLQHHZKRZDQWVOHJDODGYLFHPD\QRWEHLQWHUYLHZHGRUFRQWLQXHWR
EHLQWHUYLHZHGXQWLOWKH\KDYHUHFHLYHGVXFKDGYLFH´,WWKHQSURFHHGVWRHQXPHU
DWHDORQJOLVWRISURYLVRVDQGH[FHSWLRQV
+DYLQJDVWDWXWRU\ULJKWWRFXVWRGLDOOHJDODGYLFHGRHVQRWHQWDLOWKDWDOOVXVSHFWV
LQWHUYLHZHGLQSROLFHVWDWLRQVDFWXDOO\receiveFXVWRGLDOOHJDODGYLFHGXULQJWKHLU
LQWHUURJDWLRQQRWHYHQWKRVHZKRDFWLYHO\DVVHUWWKHLUULJKWQHFHVVDULO\UHFHLYHLW
EHIRUHEHLQJLQWHUYLHZHG1XPHURXVHPSLULFDOVWXGLHVKDYHVKRZQWKDWVXVSHFWVGH
FOLQHOHJDODGYLFHIRUDYDULHW\RISHUVRQDOUHDVRQVDQGFRQWH[WXDOIDFWRUVEXWRQH
UHFXUUHQWLQIOXHQFHLVWKHYDULRXV³SOR\V´GHYLVHGE\SROLFHRIILFHUVWRSHUVXDGH
VXVSHFWVWREHLQWHUYLHZHGEHIRUHWKHGXW\VROLFLWRUDUULYHVRUWRIRUHJROHJDODGYLFH
DOWRJHWKHU3$&(&RGH&KDVEHHQVHULDOO\DPHQGHGLQDQHIIRUWWRZHDQGHWHF
WLYHVRIIWKHVHVXEYHUVLYHSUDFWLFHVEXWLQUHDOLW\WKHVFRSHIRUVXEWOH³SOR\>V@´RI
RQH NLQG RU DQRWKHU FDQQRW EH HOLPLQDWHG HYHQ LI LQYHVWLJDWLQJ RIILFHUV VWLFN


Id.SDUD FLWDWLRQRPLVVLRQ 
5Y6DPXHO>@4%DW (QJ endorsed by5Y-DPHV>@(:&$&ULP
>@ (QJ 

See 6DOGX]Y7XUNH\  (+55 *& 
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See generally3DVFRH3OHDVHQFH9LFN\.HPS 1LJHO-%DOPHUThe Justice Lottery?
Police Station Advice 25 Years on from PACE&5,0/5(9/D\OD6NLQQVThe Right
to Legal Advice in the Police Station: Past, Present and Future&5,0/5(9

)RUHPSLULFDOGHPRQVWUDWLRQVVHH9LFN\.HPS“No Time for a Solicitor”: Implications
for Delays on the Take-up of Legal Advice&5,0/5(9
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IDVWLGLRXVO\WRWKHOHWWHURI&RGH&)RUH[DPSOHRIILFHUVDUHH[SUHVVO\IRUELGGHQ
IURPYROXQWHHULQJWRVXVSHFWVWKDWZDLWLQJIRUDVROLFLWRUPD\OHQJWKHQWKHLUWLPHLQ
FXVWRG\EXWDUHSHUPLWWHG²LQGHHGWKH\DUHERXQG²WRFRPPXQLFDWHWKLVUHDOLW\in
response to a direct question
$VXVSHFW¶VULJKWWRDFFHVVOHJDODGYLFHPD\EHZDLYHGZLWKRXWWKHEHQHILWRI
SURIHVVLRQDOOHJDODGYLFHRQWKHTXHVWLRQRIZDLYHULWVHOI7KH8.6XSUHPH&RXUW
KDVFRQILUPHGWKDW³>Z@KHUHWKHDFFXVHGKDYLQJEHHQLQIRUPHGRIKLVULJKWVVWDWHV
WKDW KH GRHV QRW ZDQW WR H[HUFLVH WKHP KLV H[SUHVV ZDLYHU RI WKRVH ULJKWV ZLOO
QRUPDOO\EHKHOGWREHHIIHFWLYH´SURYLGHGWKDWWKHDFFXVHG³XQGHUVWDQGVZKDWWKH
ULJKWLVDQGWKDWLWLVEHLQJZDLYHGDQGWKDWWKHZDLYHULVPDGHIUHHO\DQGYROXQ
WDULO\´7KHUHDUHDOVRFLUFXPVWDQFHVLQZKLFKDFFHVVWROHJDODGYLFHFDQOHJLWL
PDWHO\EHGHOD\HGLQFOXGLQJWKHFRQGXFWRI³VDIHW\LQWHUYLHZV´WRDYHUWDQWLFLSDWHG
SHULO HJWRWKZDUWDQLPPLQHQWO\IHDUHGWHUURULVWDWWDFN ,IWKHDFFXVHG¶VUHPDUNV
GXULQJVXFKLQWHUYLHZVDUHODWHUDGGXFHGDWWULDOWKHMXU\PD\LPSOLFLWO\OHDUQZKDW
WKHDFFXVHGGLGnotVD\DVZHOODVZKDWKHGLGVD\GXULQJSROLFHLQWHUURJDWLRQ
,W UHPDLQV WKH FDVH WKDW VXVSHFWV GHWDLQHG LQ SROLFH VWDWLRQV LQ (QJODQG DQG
:DOHVDUHQRWREOLJHGWRVD\DQ\WKLQJZKHQLQWHUYLHZHGE\WKHSROLFH&RQYHUVHO\
WKHUHLVQRLQGLFDWLRQHLWKHULQ3$&(LWVHOIRULQWKHDFFRPSDQ\LQJ&RGHVRI3UDF
WLFHWKDWWKHDFFXVHG¶VSUHURJDWLYHWRUHIXVHWRDQVZHUTXHVWLRQVLPSOLHVWKDWWKH
SROLFHFDQQRWFRQWLQXHWRSUHVVVXVSHFWVIRUDQVZHUV7RWKHFRQWUDU\WKHFXUUHQW
YHUVLRQRI&RGH&VWDWHVWKDWDOWKRXJKDVXVSHFW³PD\FKRRVHQRWWRDQVZHUTXHV
WLRQVSROLFHGRQRWUHTXLUHWKHVXVSHFW¶VFRQVHQWRUDJUHHPHQWWRLQWHUYLHZWKHP´
&OHDUO\WKH³ULJKWWRUHPDLQVLOHQW´LQWKHSROLFHVWDWLRQLVQRWWREHFRQIXVHGZLWK
DQLPPXQLW\IURPEHLQJTXHVWLRQHGXQGHU3$&(
1(:=($/$1'+21-8'*(+$59(<
7KHUHLVQRVSHFLILFUXOHRUUHJXODWLRQLQUHVSHFWRIZKDWLVUHTXLUHGLQRUGHUWR
LQGLFDWHDGHVLUHIRUVLOHQFHRUIRUDODZ\HURUFRQYHUVHO\WRZDLYHWKHULJKWWRVLOHQFH
RUWRVSHDNZLWKDODZ\HU+RZHYHUDYDOLGZDLYHURIWKHULJKWWRFRQVXOWZLWKDODZ\HU
FDQQRWQRUPDOO\EHLPSOLHGIURPVLOHQFH9HU\UHFHQWO\LQBallantyne v. RWKH&RXUW
RI$SSHDOKHOGWKDWDFRXUWPD\LQIHUIURPVLOHQFHWKDWDVXVSHFWPDGHDQLQIRUPHG


3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH1RWH=$1LFHO\HQFDSVXODWLQJWKHGLOHPPDLQ5Y
6DXQGHUV>@(:&$&ULP>@ (QJ 0RVHV/-RSLQHG
>:@HGRQRWDJUHHWKDWWKHUHLVDQ\QHFHVVLW\WRNHHSTXLHWDERXWDQ\GHOD\
DGHFLVLRQWRZDLWIRUDVROLFLWRUPD\FDXVH7KHUHPD\EHFDVHVZKHUH
WRVD\WKDWLWZLOOWDNHWLPHDQGWKHZD\LQZKLFKLWLVVDLGPLJKWDPRXQW
WRDVXJJHVWLRQQRWWRZDLW%XWLWFDQKDUGO\EHIDLUIRUDSROLFHRIILFHUWR
UHIXVHWRVD\KRZORQJLWPD\WDNHWRZDLWDQGPHUHO\WRFRQILQHDGH
WDLQHHZLWKRXWDQ\ZDUQLQJRIKRZORQJWKDWPLJKWEH

0F*RZDQY%>@8.6&>@±>@

Id.DW>@ /RUG+RSH 

3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH
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choice not to exercise a right in a particular case.306 A waiver by silence was held to
have occurred in Ballantyne because the defendant had been fully informed of and
understood his right to speak to a lawyer.307 The court emphasized that although a
decision not to exercise the right to speak to a lawyer should not be lightly inferred,
that does not mean it may never be inferred. Whilst it would constitute best practice,
there is no requirement for a police officer to expressly enquire whether a suspect
wishes to exercise the right to consult with a lawyer.
The key Supreme Court decision is R v. Perry.308 There the defendant had not
unequivocally claimed the right to remain silent by telling the police that he had
spoken to his lawyer by telephone and the lawyer had told him not to make a statement.309 The defendant’s rights were explained to him, but he elected to start an
interview. During the interview he said, “I’m not going to say anymore until I speak
with a lawyer.”310 The officer stopped the interview and provided access to a lawyer.
The defendant then told the detective his lawyer had advised him not to make a
statement. During a break, the officer suggested to the defendant that his choice not
to continue his statement might not be his best course. The Supreme Court found
that the defendant had not unequivocally asserted a wish to remain silent and was
undecided about whether or not to say anything further.311
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
According to Miranda:
Once warnings have been given, the subsequent procedure
is clear. If the individual indicates in any manner, at any time prior
to or during questioning, that he wishes to remain silent, the interrogation must cease. . . . If the individual states that he wants
an attorney, the interrogation must cease until an attorney is
306

See [2017] NZCA 363 at [34] (N.Z.). See generally Police v. Kohler [1993] 3 NZLR
129 (N.Z.).
307
Ballantyne, [2017] NZCA 363 at [34].
308
See [2016] NZSC 102 at [36]–[37] (N.Z.).
309
Id.
310
Id. at [13].
311
Given the conclusion in Perry, the majority held that the case was not the appropriate
context in which to resolve the divergence in the Court of Appeal on a related issue of whether
the police must stop questioning after an assertion of a desire to exercise the right to silence or
to a lawyer. Id. at [159]. Following a series of cases in which the Court came close to recognizing
such a requirement, it rejected such a “bright line” rule in R v. Ormsby CA 493/04, 8 April 2005
(N.Z.). In Ormsby the Court held that, despite clause 2 of the Practice Note, where a suspect
has expressed a desire to remain silent, the police may continue to ask further questions in the
hope that the suspect will waive their right to silence, provided the questioning is not “overbearing or unfair.” Id. This would ultimately involve a finding of fact as to whether or not continuation of the questioning involved an “inappropriate undermining” of the suspect’s rights under
NZBORA. See id.
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present. . . . If the individual cannot obtain an attorney and he
indicates that he wants one before speaking to police, they must
respect his decision to remain silent.312
Despite the clarity of this language, a suspect still has to speak up. Silence during
a three-hour interrogation does not constitute a request for silence. To invoke the
right, a suspect must say he or she wants to remain silent or does not want to talk.313
Similarly, a statement like, “Maybe I should talk to a lawyer,” does not constitute a request for a lawyer.314 Although a suspect need not “speak with the discrimination of an Oxford don,”315 a request for counsel “requires, at a minimum, some
statement that can reasonably be construed to be an expression of a desire for the
assistance of an attorney.”316 “[T]he likelihood that a suspect would wish counsel to
be present is not the test . . . .”317
Once suspects have invoked their right to counsel, further questioning must
cease unless they knowingly and intelligently waive their right. The question then
becomes, how to determine whether a waiver is knowing and intelligent? Again,
courts look to the totality of the circumstances:
A waiver is ordinarily an intentional relinquishment or abandonment of a known right or privilege. The determination of whether
there has been an intelligent waiver of the right to counsel must
depend, in each case, upon the particular facts and circumstances
surrounding that case, including the background, experience,
and conduct of the accused.318
In Fare v. Michael C., the analysis included the “juvenile’s age, experience, education, background, and intelligence, and into whether he has the capacity to understand the warnings given him . . . and the consequences of waiving those rights.”319
Although the Court there described the government’s burden as “heavy,”320 the
Court later lowered the standard to “preponderance of the evidence.”321
The government met that standard in one important case where the defendant
originally said he did not want to answer any more questions and all questioning
stopped. Two hours later, when different detectives gave new warnings at a different
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321

Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 473–74 (1966).
See generally, e.g., Berghuis v. Thompkins, 560 U.S. 370 (2010).
Davis v. United States, 512 U.S. 452, 462 (1994).
Id. at 476 (Souter, J., concurring in the judgment).
McNeil v. Wisconsin, 501 U.S. 171, 178 (1991).
Id.
Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458, 464 (1938).
442 U.S. 707, 725 (1979).
Id. at 724.
Colorado v. Connelly, 479 U.S. 157, 168 (1986).
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location and questioned the defendant about a different crime, the Court found no
Miranda violation.322 The differences made all the difference.
Waiver may also be inferred. In North Carolina v. Butler, the defendant was
read his rights, said he understood them, but refused to sign the waiver form.323 The
agents explained he did not need to sign the form and then asked to talk with him.324
The Court found the defendant’s subsequent inculpatory statements were voluntary
and that he had properly waived his Miranda rights.325
B. When [if ever] are statements, ruled admissible, edited before presentation to
a jury?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
By virtue of statutory requirement (which will be discussed later), statements
made by an accused person will almost invariably be recorded by electronic audiovisual means (video recording). However, whether the statement is a video recording or written, admissible statements are routinely edited before presentation to a
jury (and also in judge alone trials) to remove inadmissible or otherwise irrelevant
matter, particularly if it could be prejudicial to the accused. Such material should not
be admitted before a jury, and therefore should be excised.326
Generally, in cases of charges for serious offences, there are statutory provisions
to the effect that, subject to exceptions, evidence of a confession or admission by an accused is not admissible unless it is a video (or audio-visual) recording. The editing
of such recordings to remove inadmissible or irrelevant material will ordinarily be done
by agreement between the prosecution and defence, either at the instigation of the
prosecution or upon request (with suggested edits) by the defence. The court may
give directions (with or without conditions) as to the editing of an electronically
recorded interview.327 That may occur as a result of a decision upon a dispute between
the parties as to what edits should be made or because of matters the court has
identified as inadmissible at a hearing before trial.
Edits will often be obvious, with a “jump” in the video and audio and a break
in the flow of the questioning or an answer, so juries are directed that editing is a
routine matter to remove irrelevant material and that they are not to draw any adverse conclusion against the accused (or, it may be added, the prosecution) as a result.
If the editing results in distortion of the interview or unfairness to the accused, it
may be excluded by the court in the exercise of discretion.328
322

Michigan v. Mosley, 423 U S. 96, 104–05, 107 (1975).
441 U.S. 369, 371, 373, 375–76 (1979).
324
Id. at 371.
325
Id. at 375–76.
326
Kilby v The Queen (1973) 129 CLR 460, 473 (Austl.).
327
See, e.g., Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 122 (Austl.).
328
The issue was raised in R v Lacey, which involved a written record of interview, although
in that case, the interview was held to have been properly admitted. (1982) 29 SASR 525, 538
(Austl.) (en banc).
323
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Examples of material that would be edited out include references by the accused
to previous convictions for offending and/or periods of imprisonment, questions and
answers concerning matters that are not the subject of the charges faced by the
accused at trial, opinions or expressions of disbelief expressed by the interviewing
officers, lengthy recitations by the interviewing officers of the evidence of other
witnesses that are not adopted by the accused, “no comment” answers, and gratuitous or scandalous comments made by an accused about a victim or a witness that
are not relevant to his or her defence. There is a tendency to delete “no comment”
answers on the basis that they are not probative and may engender prejudice against
the accused, notwithstanding any direction from the judge that the jury must not
draw any adverse inference from an accused’s exercise of the right to silence. There
is no doubt that an interview that consists only of “no comment” answers is not
admissible, as it contains no relevant evidence. However, when an accused exercises
his right to silence by answering in that way to some of the questions, but gives
relevant answers to other questions, it is not strictly necessary for the “no comment”
answers to be excised, provided an appropriate direction is given to the jury. It will
be a matter of judgment, having regard to the particular circumstances of the case,
whether particular edits are necessary.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
Statements are often edited, particularly when certain questioning techniques are
used. Police will sometimes engage in “forensic soliloquys” during interviews, offering
their theories in the hopes that the suspect might take the bait. The theories of the
officer should not be heard by the trier of fact unless they are adopted by the suspect.
Similarly, where the accused has asserted his desire to remain silent, this too is
usually edited out of the statement, the concern being that a jury might think the
accused had something to hide. An individual should never be penalized for asserting
or exercising constitutional rights. If editing is not possible (for example, because
content is necessary to provide context for another utterance), then the jury must be
instructed that they are not to draw any adverse inference from the accused’s invocation of the right to silence during questioning by police.329
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
Editing of witness statements prior to their production in a trial is a routine, and
largely uncontroversial, feature of criminal litigation in England and Wales. The
accused’s pretrial statements, including confessions and informal admissions, are in
principle no different to the pretrial statements of any other declarant or witness in
this regard. Inadmissible material would be edited out as a matter of course.330
329

See generally R. v. Noble, [1997] 1 S.C.R. 874 (Can.).
Thus, tape recordings should not be given to juries after their retirement (as other exhibits
can be), because “[i]t may very well be that there are matters which are left on the tape inadvertently which the jury should not hear.” R v. Riaz (1992) 94 Cr. App. R. 339 at 344 (Eng.).
330
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,QWKHFRQWH[WRIWKLVFRPSDUDWLYHGLVFXVVLRQWZRLPSRUWDQWIHDWXUHVRI(QJOLVK
FULPLQDOSURFHGXUHQHHGWREHDSSUHFLDWHGWRFRQWH[WXDOLVHZKDWPLJKWRWKHUZLVHEH
WDNHQ IRU FRPSODFHQF\ RQ WKH TXHVWLRQ RI VWDWHPHQW HGLWLQJ )LUVW DOO FXVWRGLDO
SROLFHLQWHUYLHZVLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHVDUHURXWLQHO\DXGLRUHFRUGHGDQGVRPHDUH
YLGHRUHFRUGHGWRR7KHUHLVWKHUHIRUHYLUWXDOO\DOZD\VDSHUPDQHQWUHFRUGRIH[DFWO\
ZKDWZDVVDLGKRZLWZDVVDLGDQGLQUHVSRQVHWRZKLFKTXHVWLRQVRUDOOHJDWLRQV
,QWKHDEVHQFHRIVXFKDUHFRUGLWLVYHU\OLNHO\WKDWWKHDFFXVHG¶VVWDWHPHQWVZRXOGEH
LQDGPLVVLEOHDWWULDOLQDQ\HYHQWXQOHVVWKHUHZDVDFRPSHOOLQJH[SODQDWLRQIRUWKH
SURVHFXWLRQ¶VIDLOXUHWRSURGXFHLW7DSHUHFRUGLQJVRISROLFHLQWHUYLHZVDUHVRPH
WLPHVSOD\HGWRWKHMXU\DWWULDOW\SLFDOO\LQHGLWHGIRUP6XFKLQWHUYLHZVPD\UXQ
WRPDQ\KRXUVRIUHFRUGLQJVDQGLWZRXOGLPSUDFWLFDODVZHOODVXQQHFHVVDU\WRIRUFH
WKHMXU\WRVLWWKURXJKWKHHQWLUHXQHGLWHGSHUIRUPDQFH3URVHFXWLRQDQGGHIHQFHFRXQVHO
ZRXOGJHQHUDOO\EHDEOHWRDJUHHZKLFKHGLWHGSRUWLRQVQHHGWREHKHDUGEXWWKHWULDO
FRXUWPD\UXOHIROORZLQJDGYHUVDULDODUJXPHQWZKHUHWKHPDWWHULVGLVSXWHG
6HFRQGSUHWULDOGLVFORVXUHE\WKHSURVHFXWLRQLVH[WHQVLYHLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHV
DWOHDVWLQVHULRXVFDVHVWULHGRQLQGLFWPHQWDQGZRXOGFHUWDLQO\LQFOXGHFRSLHVRI
WKHXQHGLWHGWDSHUHFRUGLQJVRILQWHUYLHZVZLWKWKHVXVSHFWSOXVDZULWWHQVXPPDU\
RIWKHLQWHUYLHZWUDQVFULSWV7KLVLVLQDGGLWLRQWRGHIHQFHVROLFLWRUVWKHPVHOYHVEHLQJ
SUHVHQWLQPDQ\LQWHUYLHZVREVHUYLQJDQGWDNLQJWKHLURZQQRWHVZKLFKLVDOOWKH
PRUHOLNHO\LQUHODWLRQWRVHULRXVDOOHJDWLRQV(QJODQGDQG:DOHVLVVHUYHGE\D
QDWLRQDO&URZQ3URVHFXWLRQ6HUYLFHZKLFKLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRULPSOHPHQWLQJVWDWX
WRU\REOLJDWLRQVIRUIXOODQGWLPHO\SUHWULDOGLVFORVXUH$OOZLWQHVVVWDWHPHQWV
VFLHQWLILFUHSRUWVDQGFRSLHVRUUHFRUGVRIDQ\RWKHUPDWHULDOFRPSULVLQJWKHSURVHFX
WLRQ¶VFDVHLQFKLHIDWWULDOPXVWEHVHUYHGRQWKHGHIHQFHLQDGYDQFH
1(:=($/$1'+21-8'*(+$59(<
6HFWLRQRIWKH(YLGHQFH$FWDOORZVDSDUW\WR³XVHDQDGPLVVLEOHSDUWRI>D@
VWDWHPHQW´LQDFLYLORUFULPLQDOSURFHHGLQJZKHUHDQRWKHUSRUWLRQRIWKHVWDWHPHQW
KDVEHHQ³GHWHUPLQHGE\WKH-XGJHWREHLQDGPLVVLEOH´7KHSDUW\ZKRZLVKHVWR


³>:@KHUHWKHUHKDYHEHHQVXEVWDQWLDOEUHDFKHVRIWKHµYHUEDOOLQJ¶SURYLVLRQVWKLVFRXUW
KDVQRWEHHQVORZWRKROGWKDWWKHWULDOMXGJHZDVZURQJWRDGPLWWKHLQWHUYLHZHYLGHQFH´
5Y.HHQDQ>@$& &$  (QJ see also5Y:DOVK  &U$SS5DW
± (QJ 5Y$EVRODP  &U$SS5DW (QJ 

&RQVROLGDWHG&ULPLQDO3UDFWLFH'LUHFWLRQ>@(:&$&ULP DPHQGHG$SULO
 &3'9(YLGHQFH&

&ULPLQDO3URFHGXUHDQG,QYHVWLJDWLRQV$FWFV (QJ see 1$7¶/32/,&(
&+,()6¶&281&,/7+(1$7,21$/',6&/2685(67$1'$5'6 0D\ KWWSVZZZ
FSVJRYXNVLWHVGHIDXOWILOHVGRFXPHQWVOHJDOBJXLGDQFH1DWLRQDO'LVFORVXUH6WDQGDUGV
SGI>KWWSVSHUPDFF-4</)@

3XUVXDQWWRWKHIUDPHZRUNHVWDEOLVKHGE\3DUW,RIWKH&ULPLQDO3URFHGXUHDQG,QYHVWLJD
WLRQV$FW DVDPHQGHG See 0D[+LOODisclosure—a Response from the CPS
&5,0/5(9,DQ'HQQLVProsecution Disclosure: Are the Problems Insoluble?
&5,0/5(9

(YLGHQFH$FWV 1= 
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XVHWKHDGPLVVLEOHSDUWPXVWHGLWWKHVWDWHPHQWE\H[FOXGLQJWKHLQDGPLVVLEOHSDUW
+RZHYHUVXFKHGLWLQJLVRQO\SHUPLVVLEOHDWWKHGLUHFWLRQRIWKH-XGJHZKRPXVWEH
RIWKHRSLQLRQWKDWWKHLQDGPLVVLEOHSDUWVFDQEHH[FOXGHGZLWKRXWREVFXULQJRU
FRQIXVLQJWKHPHDQLQJRIWKHDGPLVVLEOHSDUWRIWKHVWDWHPHQW&RPPHQWDU\WRWKH
$FWVXJJHVWVWKDWZKHWKHUWKH-XGJHZLOOEHRIWKDWRSLQLRQZLOOGHSHQGRQIDFWRUV
LQFOXGLQJWKHQDWXUHRIWKHVWDWHPHQWWKHSXUSRVHIRUZKLFKWKHVWDWHPHQWZLOOEH
XVHGDQGZKHWKHUWKHWULDOZLOOWDNHSODFHEHIRUHDMXU\
81,7('67$7(606%522.
$GPLVVLEOHVWDWHPHQWVPD\EHHGLWHGIRUERWKFRQVWLWXWLRQDODQGHYLGHQWLDU\UHD
VRQV7KH&RQIURQWDWLRQ&ODXVHRIWKH6L[WK$PHQGPHQWUHTXLUHVUHGDFWLRQRIDQ\
SRUWLRQRIDGHIHQGDQW¶VVWDWHPHQWWKDWLPSOLFDWHVDFRGHIHQGDQWEHFDXVHWKHGHIHQGDQW
KDVWKHULJKWQRWWHVWLI\DQGFDQQRWEHFURVVH[DPLQHGE\WKHFRGHIHQGDQW
7XUQLQJWRWKHUXOHVRIHYLGHQFHLQFDVHVZKHUHWKHGHIHQGDQW¶VLQFULPLQDWLQJ
VWDWHPHQWFRQWDLQVSUHMXGLFLDOODQJXDJHQRWUHOHYDQWWRWKHFKDUJHVZKLFKPD\VHUL
RXVO\SUHMXGLFHWKHMXU\DJDLQVWKHUVXFKDVUDFLDOVOXUVRUUHIHUHQFHVWRJDQJPHPEHU
VKLSWKHGHIHQVHPD\UHTXHVWWKDWWKHODQJXDJHEHUHGDFWHG,QRWKHUVLWXDWLRQV
ZKHUHDGHIHQGDQW¶VVWDWHPHQWFRQWDLQVDQDGPLVVLRQRISULRUEDGDFWVXSRQGHIHQVH
PRWLRQWKHFRXUWPD\RUGHUUHGDFWLRQLILWILQGVWKHSULRUEDGDFWVDUHQRWDGPLVVLEOH
IRUDSURSHUSXUSRVHVXFKDVWRSURYHPRWLYHRULQWHQW
C. Are there limits—timing, location—on interrogation of suspects?
$8675$/,$+21-867,&(),$11$&$
7KHUHDUHQRIRUPDOOLPLWVLQUHODWLRQWRLQWHUURJDWLRQV7KHUHDUHVWDWXWRU\OLPLWV
LQDOOMXULVGLFWLRQVLQUHODWLRQWRWKHSHULRGRUSHULRGVIRUZKLFKDQDUUHVWHGSHUVRQ
PD\EHGHWDLQHGIRUWKHSXUSRVHRILQWHUYLHZLQJWKHSHUVRQDQGRULQYHVWLJDWLQJWKH
SHUVRQ¶VLQYROYHPHQWLQWKHDOOHJHGRIIHQFH
8QGHUWKH&RPPRQZHDOWKOHJLVODWLRQWKHSHULRGRIGHWHQWLRQDOORZHGIRUQRQ
WHUURULVPRIIHQFHVLVGHWHUPLQHGE\WKHGXUDWLRQRIWKH³LQYHVWLJDWLRQSHULRG´7KH
DUUHVWHGSHUVRQPXVWEHUHOHDVHGRQFHWKHLQYHVWLJDWLRQSHULRGLVRYHUZKLFKLVWZR
KRXUVIRUFKLOGUHQXQGHUWKHDJHRIHLJKWHHQ\HDUVDQG$ERULJLQDORU7RUUHV6WUDLW


),211*+8$/$ &81&$1121 1,1$ .+285, (/,6$%(7+ 0&'21$/' -$&. 2/,9(5
+22'6&277237,&$1:$55(13<.( 1,&.:+,77,1*7210$+21(<21(9,'(1&($&7
$1'$1$/<6,6 (OLVDEHWK0F'RQDOG 6FRWW2SWLFDQHGVWKHG 

%UXWRQY8QLWHG6WDWHV86±  

See, e.g.)('5(9,'

See, e.g.id. DW E 

SeeCrimes Act 1914 &WK V& $XVWO  see alsoLaw Enforcement (Powers and Responsibilities) Act 2002 16: VV± $XVWO Crimes Act 1958 9LF V$ $XVWO Police
Powers and Responsibilities Act 2000 4OG V $XVWO Criminal Investigation Act 2006
:$ VV± $XVWO Summary Offences Act 1953 6$ V $XVWO Criminal Law (Detention and Interrogation) Act 1995 7DV V $XVWO Police Administration Act 1978 17
VV±$ $XVWO 
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,VODQGHUVRUIRXUKRXUVIRUDQ\RWKHUFDVHXQOHVVWKHSHULRGLVH[WHQGHGE\DXWKRULVDWLRQ
RIDPDJLVWUDWHVRUMXGJH
,Q:HVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDWKH&,$SURYLGHVWKDWWKHGHWHQWLRQRIDQDUUHVWHGVXVSHFW
PXVWQRWH[FHHGVL[KRXUVIURPWKHDUUHVWRIWKHVXVSHFWXQOHVVDIXUWKHUSHULRGLV
DXWKRULVHGXQGHURQHRUPRUHSURYLVLRQVWKDWGHDOVHSDUDWHO\ZLWKVLPSOH RUVXP
PDU\ RIIHQFHVDQGLQGLFWDEOHRIIHQFHVDIWHUZKLFKWKHSHUVRQPXVWEHFKDUJHGRU
UHOHDVHG2QRFFDVLRQVGHWHQWLRQLVDXWKRULVHGIRUOHQJWK\SHULRGVWRHQDEOHDQ
LQWHUYLHZWREHFRQGXFWHGIRULQVWDQFHZKHUHWKHUHLVDODUJHYROXPHRIHYLGHQFH
WRGLVFXVVRUZKHUHWUDYHOLVUHTXLUHGWRDUHOHYDQWVFHQHDQGVRRQ
,IWKHDUUHVWHGVXVSHFWLVGHWDLQHGLQFRQWUDYHQWLRQRIWKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKH&,$
DQGWKHUHIRUHXQODZIXOO\DQ\LQWHUYLHZGXULQJWKHSHULRGRIXQODZIXOGHWHQWLRQ
ZRXOGEHLQDGPLVVLEOHE\YLUWXHRIVHFWLRQRIWKH&,$XQOHVVWKHFRXUWGHFLGHV
RWKHUZLVHXQGHUVHFWLRQ(YHQLIWKHUHLVQRFRQWUDYHQWLRQRIWKH&,$WKH
GXUDWLRQRIDQLQWHUYLHZPD\KDYHDEHDULQJRQZKHWKHUWKHLQWHUYLHZZDVRSSUHV
VLYHRUXQIDLUWRWKHDFFXVHGLIWKHHYLGHQFHLVFKDOOHQJHG7KDWZLOOUHTXLUHDQ
DVVHVVPHQWRIDOOWKHVXUURXQGLQJFLUFXPVWDQFHV
$VIRUORFDWLRQDJDLQWKHUHDUHQRIRUPDOUHTXLUHPHQWVH[FHSWDVDUHGLFWDWHGE\
WKHORFDWLRQZKHUHDSHUVRQLVWREHGHWDLQHGDQGWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIYLGHRUHFRUGLQJ
HTXLSPHQWJLYHQWKHQHHGIRUDGPLVVLRQVWREHUHFRUGHGLQWKDWPDQQHU
&$1$'$+21-867,&(320(5$1&(
1RWKRXJKWKHWLPLQJDQGORFDWLRQPD\UHQGHUWKHLQWHUDFWLRQWREHDGHWHQWLRQ
WKHUHE\WULJJHULQJDUHTXLUHPHQWRIFRPSOLDQFHZLWKVHFWLRQRIWKHCharter
(1*/$1'$1':$/(6352)(662552%(576
3ROLFHLQWHUYLHZVDQGWKHGXUDWLRQDQGFRQGLWLRQVRIGHWHQWLRQDUHUHJXODWHGLQ
PLQXWH GHWDLO E\ 3$&( &RGH RI 3UDFWLFH & WKH ³'74 &RGH´ $Q RYHUULGLQJ
JHQHULFFRQVWUDLQWRQDOOSROLFHSRZHUVRIGHWHQWLRQDQGTXHVWLRQLQJLVWKDWWKH\PXVW
DWDOOWLPHVEHH[HUFLVHG³IDLUO\UHVSRQVLEO\ZLWKUHVSHFWIRUWKHSHRSOHWRZKRP
WKH\DSSO\DQGZLWKRXWXQODZIXOGLVFULPLQDWLRQ´$IWHUDUUHVWVXVSHFWVPD\EH
GHWDLQHGZLWKRXWFKDUJHRQWKHDXWKRUL]DWLRQRIDVHQLRUSROLFHRIILFHUIRUXSWR
WKLUW\VL[KRXUVEXWWKLVSHULRGFDQEHH[WHQGHGRQDSSOLFDWLRQWRDPDJLVWUDWHIRU
D PD[LPXP RI QLQHW\VL[ KRXUV WKDW LV IRXU GD\V LQ WKH SROLFH FHOOV ZLWKRXW


Crimes Act 1914 &WK VV&'$
Criminal Investigation Act 2006 :$ V  

Id.VV±

Id.V

See 3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH

Id.DW

3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO,QYHVWLJDWLRQV$FWFVV     (QJ 

Id.DW±7KHRYHUDOOWLPHOLPLWLVVHWE\VHFWLRQ  ,QWKH\HDUHQGLQJLQ0DUFK
WKHSROLFHDSSOLHGIRUZDUUDQWVRIIXUWKHUGHWHQWLRQRIZKLFK  ZHUH
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FKDUJH9XOQHUDEOHFRQIXVHGRULQWLPLGDWHGVXVSHFWVKDYHEHHQNQRZQWRPDNH
IDOVHFRQIHVVLRQVZLWKLQVKRUWHUSHULRGVRIFXVWRGLDOGHWHQWLRQ7KHGXUDWLRQDQGFRQGL
WLRQVRIGHWHQWLRQDUHVXEMHFWWRSHULRGLFUHYLHZVE\WKHDSSRLQWHGFXVWRG\RIILFHU²D
SROLFHRIILFHURIDWOHDVWWKHUDQNRIVHUJHDQWZKRLVQRWRWKHUZLVHLQYROYHGLQWKH
UHOHYDQWFULPLQDOLQYHVWLJDWLRQ²ZKRLVWDVNHGZLWKPRQLWRULQJWKHWUHDWPHQWRI
GHWDLQHHVDQGHQVXULQJWKHLUZHOIDUH3DUDJUDSKRI3$&(&RGH&VWDWHVXQDP
ELJXRXVO\ WKDW ³>D@OO SHUVRQV LQ FXVWRG\ PXVW EH GHDOW ZLWK H[SHGLWLRXVO\ DQG
UHOHDVHGDVVRRQDVWKHQHHGIRUGHWHQWLRQQRORQJHUDSSOLHV´
7RIDFLOLWDWHMXGLFLDOVXSHUYLVLRQRIWKHWUHDWPHQWRIVXVSHFWVLQFXVWRG\3$&(
PDGHGHWDLOHGSURYLVLRQIRUNHHSLQJDZULWWHQUHFRUGRIWKHSURJUHVVRIDVXVSHFW¶V
GHWHQWLRQ7KHSROLFHDUHREOLJHGWRVWDWHWKHLUUHDVRQVIRUFRQWLQXLQJWRGHWDLQD
VXVSHFWDQGPXVWUHFRUGDQGMXVWLI\WKHLUGHFLVLRQPDNLQJLQWKHFRXUVHRIWKH
LQYHVWLJDWLRQSDUWLFXODUO\LQUHODWLRQWRHYLGHQWLDOO\VLJQLILFDQWPDWWHUVOLNHUHVSRQG
LQJWRDVXVSHFW¶VUHTXHVWIRUOHJDODGYLFHFRQGXFWLQJDQLQWHUURJDWLRQRUKROGLQJ
DSDUWLFXODUW\SHRILGHQWLILFDWLRQSURFHGXUH6XVSHFWVPXVWEHUHPLQGHGRIWKHLU
OHJDOULJKWVLQFOXGLQJWKHLUULJKWWRUHPDLQVLOHQWDWHYHU\VLJQLILFDQWVWDJHGXULQJ
WKHLUGHWHQWLRQVXFKDVDWWKHEHJLQQLQJRUUHVXPSWLRQRIIRUPDOLQWHUYLHZV(DFK
WLPHWKHFDXWLRQLVDGPLQLVWHUHGDUHFRUGRILWPXVWEHPDGHLQWKHFXVWRG\UHFRUG
WRJHWKHUZLWKDQRWHRIWKHVXVSHFW¶VUHSOLHVLIDQ\$VDJHQHUDOUXOH³LQDQ\
JUDQWHG+20( 2)),&( 32/,&( 32:(56$1' 352&('85(6 (1*/$1'$1' :$/(6 <($5
(1',1*0$5&++26%DW  

7KRVHKHOGRQWHUURULVPFKDUJHVFDQEHGHWDLQHGIRUVXEVWDQWLDOO\ORQJHUSHULRGVSee,
e.g.7HUURULVP$FWFVVFK 8. 

3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO(YLGHQFH$FWV

Id. V  3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH$ 3DUW

3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH

3ROLFHDQG&ULPLQDO(YLGHQFH$FWVV      E 3$&(&RGH&
supraQRWH

3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH± $QQH[%SDUDV±$GGLWLRQ
DOO\1RWH(SURYLGHVWKDW³$QRIILFHUZKRWDNHVWKHGHFLVLRQWRH[FOXGHDVROLFLWRU>IURPDQ
LQWHUYLHZ@PXVWEHLQDSRVLWLRQWRVDWLVI\WKHFRXUWWKHGHFLVLRQZDVSURSHUO\PDGH,QRUGHU
WRGRWKLVWKH\PD\QHHGWRZLWQHVVZKDWLVKDSSHQLQJ´

Id.DW

Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) Code D Revised Code of Practice for
the Identification of Persons by Police Officers+20(2))±  KWWSV
DVVHWVSXEOLVKLQJVHUYLFHJRYXNJRYHUQPHQWXSORDGVV\VWHPXSORDGVDWWDFKPHQWBGDWDILOH
SDFHFRGHGSGI>KWWSVSHUPDFF3=*4&@

3$&(&RGH&supraQRWH3DUW

Id.DW $QQH['%\3$&(&RGH&DW
D $QDFFXUDWHUHFRUGPXVWEHPDGHRIHDFKLQWHUYLHZZKHWKHURUQRW
WKHLQWHUYLHZWDNHVSODFHDWDSROLFHVWDWLRQ

F $Q\ZULWWHQUHFRUGPXVWEHPDGHDQGFRPSOHWHGGXULQJWKHLQWHUYLHZ

@
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SHULRGRIKRXUVDGHWDLQHHPXVWEHDOORZHGDFRQWLQXRXVSHULRGRIDWOHDVWKRXUV
IRUUHVWIUHHIURPTXHVWLRQLQJWUDYHORUDQ\LQWHUUXSWLRQLQFRQQHFWLRQZLWKWKHLQ
YHVWLJDWLRQFRQFHUQHG´DQGWKLVUHVWSHULRG³VKRXOGQRUPDOO\EHDWQLJKWRURWKHU
DSSURSULDWHWLPHZKLFKWDNHVDFFRXQWRIZKHQWKHGHWDLQHHODVWVOHSWRUUHVWHG´
1(:=($/$1'+21-8'*(+$59(<
7KHUHDUHQRVHWUXOHVRUUHJXODWLRQVLQUHVSHFWRIWKHOHQJWKDQGFRQGLWLRQVRI
GHWHQWLRQSHUPLWWHGLQSROLFHLQWHUURJDWLRQ5DWKHUWKHVHPDWWHUVDUHFRQVLGHUHGRQ
DFDVHE\FDVHEDVLVZKHQWKHDGPLVVLELOLW\RIWKHFRQVHTXHQWVWDWHPHQWLVFKDOOHQJHG
XQGHUWKH(YLGHQFH$FWGLVFXVVHGDERYH,QWKHDEVHQFHRIVSHFLILFUHJXODWLRQRIWKHVH
PDWWHUVH[FOXVLRQRQWKLVEDVLVVHUYHVDVDQLPSRUWDQWGHWHUUHQWIRUSROLFHDJDLQVWLOO
WUHDWPHQWRIVXVSHFWVGXULQJLQWHUURJDWLRQ,QRQHFDVHWKHFRXUWDFFRUGLQJO\VWDWHG
>$@Q\FLYLOLVHGV\VWHPRIFULPLQDOMXULVSUXGHQFHPXVWDFFRUGWR
WKHMXGLFLDU\VRPHPHDQVRIH[FOXGLQJFRQIHVVLRQVRUDGPLV
VLRQVREWDLQHGE\LPSURSHUPHWKRGV7KLVLVQRWRQO\EHFDXVHRI
WKHSRWHQWLDOXQUHOLDELOLW\RIVXFKVWDWHPHQWVEXWDOVRDQGSHU
KDSVPDLQO\EHFDXVHLQDFLYLOLVHGVRFLHW\LWLVYLWDOWKDWSHUVRQV
LQFXVWRG\RUFKDUJHGZLWKRIIHQFHVVKRXOGQRWEHVXEMHFWHGWRLOO
WUHDWPHQWRULPSURSHUSUHVVXUHLQRUGHUWRH[WUDFWFRQIHVVLRQV
81,7('67$7(606%522.
$IWHUUHYLHZLQJPRUHWKDQYROXQWDULQHVVFDVHV3URIHVVRU0DUFXVZURWH
³>,@WLVVWULNLQJKRZOLWWOHJXLGDQFHODZ\HUVMXGJHVDQGODZHQIRUFHPHQWRIILFHUV
KDYHLQWHUPVRIWKHDOORZDEOHWLPHIRUSROLFHTXHVWLRQLQJ´7KLVLVEHFDXVHWKH
XQOHVVWKLVZRXOGQRWEHSUDFWLFDEOHRUZRXOGLQWHUIHUHZLWKWKHFRQGXFW
RIWKHLQWHUYLHZDQGPXVWFRQVWLWXWHHLWKHUDYHUEDWLPUHFRUGRIZKDWKDV
EHHQVDLGRUIDLOLQJWKLVDQDFFRXQWRIWKHLQWHUYLHZZKLFKDGHTXDWHO\
DQGDFFXUDWHO\VXPPDULVHVLW

Id.DW

:RQJ.DP0LQJY5>@$& 3& >@$OO(5$SUDFWLFDO
H[DPSOHRIMXGLFLDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIVHFWLRQV±LQWKLVFRQWH[WFDQEHIRXQGLQDFDVHZKHUH
GHVSLWHWKHVL[KRXUOHQJWKRIDQLQWHUYLHZFRQGXFWHGDWDSROLFHVWDWLRQWKHMXGJHZDV
>6@DWLVILHGWKDWWKHUHZDVQRRSSUHVVLYHFRQGXFWRQWKHSDUWRI>WKH
LQWHUYLHZLQJGHWHFWLYH@WKDWFRXOGMXVWLI\DILQGLQJWKDWKHRYHUERUH0U
5RLJDUG¶VZLOOLQDQ\UHOHYDQWUHVSHFWQRWZLWKVWDQGLQJVRPHVLJQVRI
IDWLJXHSUHVHQWHGLQWKHODWWHUSDUWRIWKHLQWHUYLHZ,DPDOVRVDWLVILHGRQ
DEDODQFHRISUREDELOLWLHVWKDWWKHVWDWHPHQWVZHUHQRWPDGHLQFLUFXP
VWDQFHVWKDWFDVWGRXEWRQWKHLUUHOLDELOLW\)RUFRPSOHWHQHVV,GRQRW
UHJDUG'HWHFWLYH:KLWHDVKDYLQJLPSURSHUO\REWDLQHGWKHVWDWHPHQWV
LQDPDQQHUWKDWZRXOGSXWDGPLVVLELOLW\RIZKDWZDVVDLGLQWRLVVXH
R v. Roigard>@1=+&DW>@ 1=  FLWLQJ(YLGHQFH$FWV 1= 

0DUFXVsupraQRWHDW



:,//,$0 0$5<%,//2)5,*+76-2851$/

>9RO

OLPLWVRQSROLFHTXHVWLRQLQJDUHIRXQGLQWKHFDVHVJRYHUQLQJFRHUFLYHFRQIHVVLRQV
ZKLFKZHNQRZDUHIDFWVSHFLILFDQGQRWVXVFHSWLEOHWREULJKWOLQHUXOHV
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suspect.372 Placement of an undercover cellmate is acceptable, if that individual passively receives information from the accused.
What about undercover operations that take place outside of the custodial context?
For many years, there were no protections afforded a suspect in this scenario. The
confessions rule only applied if the accused knew that he was speaking to a person
in authority. The whole point of an undercover operation is to conceal that fact.373
The rights under section 10(b) of the Charter and the section 7 right to silence are
only triggered once there is a detention. Suspects are not detained during undercover
operations. These doctrinal limitations made it difficult for the courts to remediate
unfairness flowing from certain evidence gathering methods.
One of the more notorious methods was the “Mr. Big” operation, whereby
undercover officers would befriend the suspect, invite him to join a criminal organization, tantalize him with promises of wealth and other benefits and gradually infiltrate his life. While there are variations on the theme, a Mr. Big operation would
eventually have the suspect meet with the kingpin of the criminal organization. That
individual would elicit a confession using one of various strategies. He might insist
on knowing about anything in the suspect’s background that could come back to
haunt him; he might ask the suspect to prove his capacity and willingness to commit
criminal acts; or he might tell the suspect that if he had a crime in the past, the
organization could fix it, because they had police officers on the inside. Faced with
these inducements, suspects may make highly incriminating statements.
Mr. Big poses many difficulties. For one thing, it is not clear that the statements
produced by this method are reliable. It is conceivable that a suspect intent on joining
the group might say something untrue in order to guarantee membership. The technique is, in some cases, so invasive and oppressive as to be abusive. Vulnerable and/or
isolated suspects, who are financially underprivileged, may be wooed with offers of
friendship, untold wealth, and other temptations. Finally, if the suspect seeks to
challenge the statement at trial, he must disclose that he wanted to join a criminal
organization, a fact that is, itself, highly prejudicial in front of a jury.
The landmark decision of the Supreme Court of Canada in R. v. Hart addressed
these problems head-on.374 The court fashioned a new common law rule to deal with
the Mr. Big scenario. The court ruled that, where the state recruits an accused into
a fictitious criminal organization and seeks to elicit a confession from him, any
confession made by the accused to the state during the operation is presumptively
inadmissible.375 This presumption of inadmissibility is only overcome if two prongs
of the test are met. First, the Crown must establish, on a balance of probabilities, that
the probative value of the confession outweighs its prejudicial effect. The question
for the trial judge is whether, and to what extent, the reliability of the confession has
372
373
374
375

[1990] 2 S.C.R. 151, 155 (Can.).
R. v. Grandinetti, 2005 SCC 5, para. 40, [2005] 1 S.C.R. 27, 40 (Can.).
2014 SCC 52, para. 10, [2014] 2 S.C.R. 544, 559 (Can.).
Id. para. 13.
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been called into doubt by the circumstances in which it was made. If the first prong is
met, the inquiry then turns to the second prong, which explores whether the operation amounted to an abuse of process. Here the court will consider, among other
things, the extent to which police have preyed on an accused’s vulnerabilities, such
as mental health problems, substance addictions, or youthfulness. In Hart, the new
rule led to exclusion of the confessions made by the accused.376
The decision in Hart was an important development in Canadian law, one whose
potential has yet to be fully realized. The principles in Hart have logical application
outside of the Mr. Big context. In theory, the approach might apply to other police
strategies that carry a risk of producing unreliable evidence. Similarly, the rule shines
a spotlight on the scope of undercover operations and the extent to which police
have infiltrated or exploited a suspect’s lifestyle. The focus on reliability and abuse
of process as part of the admissibility equation can, more generally, help to reduce
the risks of wrongful conviction.
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
The controlling provision in England and Wales is Police and Criminal Evidence
Act (PACE) 1984, section 78, empowering trial judges to exclude evidence adduced
by the prosecution in circumstances where it would be manifestly unfair to admit it.
In cases of serious police illegality or impropriety sapping the integrity of criminal
proceedings, infringing human rights, and undermining the rule of law, trial courts
may, alternatively, stay proceedings indefinitely as an abuse of process.377
The PACE Code C regime for regulating custodial interviews with suspects is
plainly incompatible with the pragmatic requirements of successful undercover
operations, not least the imperative of keeping officers’ real identities and investigative purposes secret. English law resolves this tension, in effect, through its definition
of an interview. So long as undercover officers are acting “in role” for the purpose
of evidence-gathering, they remain outside the PACE interview framework, and any
admissions—or other incriminating conduct—by suspects will, in principle, be admissible at trial. But as soon as officers have enough information to charge particular
suspects with an offence, they should generally make an arrest and “read suspects
their rights” (subject to considerations of personal safety, etc.). If a court discerns that
an officer has remained “in character” longer than reasonably necessary, effectively
exploiting their undercover status in order to conduct a PACE-preempting covert
interrogation aimed at securing additional evidence to build up a case, any resultant
admissions are liable to be excluded at trial under section 78.
376

Id. paras. 89–93.
See Tony Ward & Clare Leon, Excluding Evidence (or Staying Proceedings) to Vindicate
Rights in Irish and English Law, 35 LEGAL STUD. 571 (2015); Kingsley Hyland & Clive Walker,
Undercover Policing and Underwhelming Laws, 2014 CRIM. L. REV. 555; David Ormerod &
Andrew Roberts, The Trouble with Teixeira: Developing a Principled Approach to Entrapment,
6 INT’L J. EVIDENCE & PROOF 38 (2002).
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The Court of Appeal’s judgment in Christou and Wright378 remains a primary
reference point in a voluminous jurisprudence.379 The police set up fake premises—
‘Stardust Jewellers’—in order to flush out thieves, burglars, and handlers of stolen
goods suspected to be operating in the area. All transactions were captured on videotape by hidden cameras, providing conclusive evidence of customers’ statements.
On appeal, the defence argued that this undercover operation had deprived the
accused of the privilege against self-incrimination, and had involved a catalogue of
breaches of PACE Code C; the entire operation was irremediably unfair, and any
evidence arising from it should consequently be excluded under section 78. The
court ruled these complaints entirely misconceived.380 Code C was never intended
to apply, and did not apply, to undercover operations such as this: “The appellants
were not being questioned by police officers acting as such. Conversation was on
equal terms. There could be no question of pressure or intimidation . . . .”381 So long
as the officers were doing no more than was required to sustain the fiction of their
assumed roles, the operation was legitimate and could not be denounced as a cynical
subversion of the PACE regime governing formal police interviews:
[T]he trick was not applied to the appellants; they voluntarily applied themselves to the trick. It is not every trick producing evidence against an accused which results in unfairness. There are, in
criminal investigations, a number of situations in which the police
adopt ruses or tricks in the public interest to obtain evidence.382
In other cases, by contrast, the police have gone too far in probing for further incriminating information after the point at which an arrest should have been made,383
occasionally resulting in convictions being quashed. Exclusion is all the more likely
in the absence of a reliable recording of alleged admissions.384
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
Within the context of interrogation, “undercover operations” encompasses a
spectrum of investigative tactics used by police with a view to obtaining admissions.
Such methods include:
378

See R v. Christou & Wright [1992] QB 979; (1992) Cr. App. R. 264 (CA) (Eng.).
See R v. Palmer [2014] EWCA Crim 1681, [6], [12] (Eng.) (almost identical “sting”
employing a fake pawn shop in Barnet, “TJ’s Trading Post,” resulting in 118 prosecutions and
the recovery of 2,360 stolen items “including jewellery, electrical equipment, 541 passports,
334 driving licences, and 357 bank cards”).
380
See R v. Christou & Wright [1992] QB 979.
381
Id. at 991.
382
Id. at 989.
383
See R v. Okafor (1994) 99 Cr. App. R. 97 (CA) (Eng.); cf. R v. Whiteley [2005]
EWCA Crim 699 (Eng.).
384
See R v. Bryce (1992) 95 Cr. App. R. 320 (CA) 321 (Eng.).
379
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1. situations in which the police record a conversation between the suspect
and a private person;
2. situations where a suspect is placed in overnight custody and undercover officers are deployed into the cell;
3. the Crime Scenario Undercover Technique, otherwise known as the
“Mr Big” scenario.
It is to the first situation, in which police suggest the recording, that a major court
decision noted that a traditional “but for” test is key.385 That is, would the exchange
between the accused and the complainant have taken place, in the form and manner
in which it did take place, but for the intervention of the state?386 The court there also
considered the nature of the exchange between the accused and the state agent to be
central.387 Factors such as whether the questioning was objectionable (was the
conversation the functional equivalent of an interrogation?) and the nature of the
relationship between the accused and the state agent (was there a relationship of
trust, vulnerability on the part of the accused or an element of emotional coercion
or manipulation?) will be taken into account.388
The second situation involves statements made to an undercover police officer
by a defendant in custody.389 In R v. Kumar,390 the defendant had been interviewed
at the police station on video record. His interview was terminated so that he could
obtain legal advice. He was then arrested for murder and placed in a police cell.
Unbeknown to the defendant, two undercover police officers were placed in the cell
with him and instigated conversation with him. As the defendant had been arrested
and was in custody, he was entitled to protection of his rights under sections 23(1)
and 23(4) of the NZBORA.391 Clearly his right to silence and right to counsel were
at risk of being undermined.
In assessing whether such rights had been undermined, the Court applied the
“active elicitation” test, examining both the nature of the exchange and the nature
of the relationship between the suspect and the undercover officer. It was held that the
undercover officers had directed their conversation in a way that “prompted, coaxed,
or cajoled” him to make the statements and had taken an approach that was the
“functional equivalent of interrogation.”392 It was accordingly concluded that the
385

R v. Barlow (1995) 14 CRNZ 9 (CA) at 23, 61 (N.Z.).
Id.
387
Id. at 23, 37, 53, 63.
388
Id. at 38, 53. Importantly, it was noted that if police deliberately delay charging the suspect
and orchestrate an interrogation in contravention of a suspect’s rights under the Practice Note on
Police Questioning, the statement is likely to be deemed inadmissible as evidence. Id. at 27, 31.
389
Typically at the police station.
390
[2015] NZSC 124 (N.Z.).
391
Id. at [128], [134].
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Id. at [62]–[67].
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undercover officer had elicited the suspect’s confession and thus his right to silence had
been undermined, so his statements had been improperly obtained for the purposes of
section 30(5)(a).393 The statements were inadmissible following the balancing process.
The third situation, the Crime Scenario Undercover Technique, is often referred
to as the “Mr Big” technique. Here we see the execution of a sophisticated operation, likely spanning several months, where the target is drawn into what appears to
be a criminal organisation that is in fact made up of undercover police officers. The
final initiation test for admission to the organisation is a meeting with the head of
the organisation, “Mr Big,” where incriminating statements that will later be used
as prosecution evidence are likely to be made. By the time of the interview, the
suspect is aware that acceptance into the group will bring rewards such as money,
lifestyle, or loyalty from other members.
The leading case on the use of this type of investigative technique is R v.
Wichman.394 The defendant challenged the reliability of the confession made during
the final interview pursuant to section 28 of the Evidence Act and argued that it had
been improperly obtained pursuant to section 30.395 The majority, over a strong
dissent, held that the confession was reliable and the evidence had not been improperly obtained.396 When determining reliability, both opinions considered the actual
reliability of the confession, by reference to other evidence, to be a factor to be taken
into account in the assessment.397
The majority of the Supreme Court admitted the defendant’s statements.398 Its
approach to the question of admissibility was informed by the view that sections 8,
28, 29 and 30 must all be interpreted in a coherent way.399 Section 29 excludes
statements “influenced by oppression” and so addresses impropriety by undercover
officers involving actual or threatened violence to obtain threats.400 Section 28 addresses the risk of unreliable confessions.401 Section 30 covers other improprieties
such as circumvention of the Practice Note.402
The Court highlighted the inadequacies of the haphazard manner in the way this
area of the law currently operates as follows:
The case by case approach which this Court must take in
relation to the appropriateness of particular police practices is
393

Id.
[2015] NZSC 198 (N.Z.).
395
See id. at [52].
396
See id. at [131], [144].
397
See id. at [84]; see also N.Z. Law Comm’n, supra note 252, s 6.19 (The Law Commission
in its second review of the Evidence Act considered this approach to be correct.).
398
See Wichman, [2015] NZSC 198 at [131].
399
See id. at [69].
400
See id. at [24].
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See id. at [28].
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See id. at [30].
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not well-suited to the establishment of general guidelines as to
the circumstances in which a particular investigatory technique
is deployed. It is of note that court sanction in the form of a
warrant is required for police investigations which are far less
intrusive than a Mr Big operation. Against that background there
may be some sense in devising a system (perhaps involving the
courts) under which criteria for the deployment of such techniques are developed and perhaps for some form of supervision
(perhaps in the form of a warrant process) to ensure that such
considerations are properly weighed, where a proposed operation will be intrusive and may have damaging effects as far as
the suspect is concerned.403
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
Miranda warnings are not required during undercover operations unless and
until a suspect is taken into custody. Nor are they required if police ask (or send in)
a cellmate to elicit incriminating information from a defendant.404 Simply put, “Conversations between suspects and undercover agents do not implicate the concerns
underlying Miranda.”405
Coerced confessions are a slightly different matter. Custody is no longer the
touchstone. Only in the rarest of circumstances would a suspect’s incriminating
statements made during an undercover operation be considered involuntary.
IV. DETERMINING THE VALIDITY OF THE INTERROGATION
A. Do different rules apply depending on the individual suspect? For instance,
what about suspects who are minors, not native speakers, or intellectually
disabled?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
There are statutory provisions in all jurisdictions that afford certain suspects
particular rights that are not available generally.
For instance, in respect to minors (persons under eighteen years of age), the
Commonwealth’s Crimes Act 1914 provides that an investigating official must not
question the suspect (whether under arrest or not) unless an interview friend is
403

Id. at [127]; see also N.Z. Law Comm’n, supra note 252, ss 6.38–6.46 (The Law Commission, in considering whether the Practice Note as currently drafted should apply to undercover
operations, concluded that that would be undesirable but left open the possibility of a new Practice Note following the completion of the consideration of the Search and Surveillance regime.).
404
See Illinois v. Perkins, 496 U.S. 292, 298 (1990).
405
Id. at 296.
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present while the suspect is being questioned. Before the start of the questioning, the
official must allow the suspect to communicate with the interview friend in circumstances in which, as far as practicable, the communication will not be overheard.406
Similar provisions apply under that Act in respect of Aboriginal persons and Torres
Strait Islanders, with the additional requirement that a representative of an Aboriginal
legal assistance service must also be notified and given the opportunity to communicate
with the suspect before any questioning takes place.407 The Police Force Regulations
1979 require similar notification in Western Australia.
While there is no specific statutory provision in Western Australia for an interview friend to be present when a minor is interviewed, the police must ensure that
a responsible adult has been notified of the intention to question the young person,408
and the Commissioner of Police has issued instructions requiring an interview friend
or independent person to be present.409 The Commissioner’s instructions, which
indicate that an interview with a juvenile may otherwise be found to be inadmissible
because it is not voluntary or on the basis of unfairness, reflect the likely outcome
of applying the common law principles if a challenge were made to such an interview.410 In other words, while the same principles apply, the particular vulnerability
of minors will be a relevant consideration in determining voluntariness and whether
it would be unfair to receive any admissions into evidence. The same can be said of
persons who are intellectually disabled, although there is no specific statutory
provision relating to such persons.
In the jurisdictions that have adopted the Uniform Evidence Act, a determination
must be made as to whether the circumstances in which the admission was made
were such as to make it unlikely that the truth of the admission was adversely affected, so as to displace the presumptive inadmissibility of the evidence.411 One of
the factors the court must take into account is “any relevant condition or characteristic of the person who made the admission, including age, personality and education
and any mental, intellectual or physical disability to which the person is or appears
to be subject.”412
All jurisdictions have statutory provisions to the effect that a person who for any
reason is unable to understand or communicate adequately in spoken English is not
406

See Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) s 23K (Austl.) (An “interview friend” includes a parent or
guardian or the child’s lawyer, or, if such a person is not available, a relative or friend, and in
the absence of anyone in those categories, then an independent person.).
407
See id. s 23H.
408
See Young Offenders Act 1994 (WA) s 20 (Austl.).
409
See W. AUSTL. POLICE FORCE, supra note 20, s QS-01.02.5.
410
See id.
411
See Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) s 85 (Austl.); Evidence Act 1995 (NSW) s 85 (Austl.);
Evidence Act 2008 (Vic) s 85 (Austl.); Evidence Act 2011 (ACT) s 85 (Austl.); Evidence Act
2001 (Tas) s 85 (Austl.).
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See, e.g., Evidence Act 1995 (Cth) s 85(3)(a).
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to be interviewed until the services of an interpreter or other qualified person are
available.413
In the case of indigenous Australians, there are particular disadvantages and
cultural characteristics that have been recognised by the courts as influencing whether
a suspect has participated in an interview voluntarily or whether it is unfair to allow
the tender of the interview in evidence. They are reflected in a set of guidelines
promulgated in 1976 by Forster J in the Supreme Court of the Northern Territory in
R v Anunga,414 which came to be known as the Anunga Rules (in a similar vein to
the Judges’ Rules). For some time now, the guidelines have informed the approach
taken by police officers to interviews with indigenous suspects. As Hall J said in
Gibson, the Anunga Rules are not law in Western Australia, but they give a very
good indication of what ordinarily would be regarded as a fair interrogation,415 and
it is no doubt for that reason that they have been adopted in the COP’s Manual.416
In Australia, breaches of the Anunga Rules may be relevant to an assessment of the
voluntariness of confessional evidence by an Aboriginal person.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
The Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) sets special rules for the questioning of
young persons, defined as persons under eighteen years of age.417 Among other
things, section 146 requires that the young person be given certain cautions and that
the young person be given a reasonable opportunity to consult with counsel and a
parent or adult relative.418
When it comes to adults, there are no special rules, per se, for those who are vulnerable. However, the application of general rules is certainly affected by individual
vulnerabilities. For example, persons impaired by intoxication, lacking English language skills, or suffering from cognitive impairments may not understand cautions
given by police at the time of arrest. Where a lack of understanding is, or should be,
apparent to police, police must take additional steps to facilitate comprehension.419
This may involve repeating the cautions, providing further explanation, securing an
interpreter, or other solutions.420 Individual characteristics may also impact the determination of whether statements are voluntary and whether the person’s will was
overborne by questioning tactics.421
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421

See, e.g., Criminal Investigations Act 2006 (WA) s 138(2)(d) (Austl.).
See (1976) 11 ALR 412, 414–15 (Austl.).
See Webb v The Queen (1994) 74 A Crim R 436, 438 (Austl.).
See Western Australia v Gibson [2014] WASC 240 (4 July 2014) 48 (Austl.).
See Youth Criminal Justice Act, S.C. 2002, c 1 (Can.).
See id. s 146.
See id.
See id.
See id.
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ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
PACE Code C specifies “special groups,” which it is the custody officer’s duty
to identify amongst the detained population.422 These include423:
(i) “someone who does not speak or understand English or who has a
hearing or speech impediment”;
(ii) foreign nationals;
(iii) juveniles, defined as “[a]nyone who appears to be under 18 . . . in the
absence of clear evidence that they are older”;424 and
(iv) any “vulnerable” detainee, defined as a person “who, because of a mental
health condition or mental disorder . . . may have difficulty understanding or communicating effectively about the full implications for them
of any procedures and processes . . . does not appear to understand the
significance of what they are told, of questions they are asked or of
their replies . . . [or] appears to be particularly prone to: becoming
confused and unclear about their position; providing unreliable, misleading or incriminating information without knowing or wishing to do
so; accepting or acting on suggestions from others without consciously
knowing or wishing to do so; or readily agreeing to suggestions or
proposals without any protest or question.”425
For the first category of “special group” detainees, provision is made for language
or disability interpreters.426 Foreign nationals, in the second category, must be “informed as soon as practicable about their rights of communication with their High
Commission, Embassy or Consulate” in addition to enjoying the rights afforded to
all suspects held in police custody.427 The most detailed provisions and elaborate
arrangements, however, are reserved for the third and fourth categories of special
detainees, juveniles and the psychologically vulnerable. Paragraph 11.15 of Code
C directs that, subject to limited exceptions, “[a] juvenile or vulnerable person must
not be interviewed regarding their involvement or suspected involvement in a criminal
offence or offences, or asked to provide or sign a written statement under caution
or record of interview, in the absence of the appropriate adult.”428
422

Those suspected of involvement with terrorist activities are subject to their own special
regime. Counter-Terrorism Act 2008, c. 27, s. 22 (UK); see also PACE Code H, supra note
205, Part 15.
423
See PACE Code C, supra note 56, 3.12–3.15.
424
Id. at 1.5.
425
Id. at 1.13(d).
426
See id. at 3.12 & Part 13.
427
See id. at 3.12A.
428
Id. at 11.15. An “appropriate adult” is a parent, guardian or carer, local authority social
worker, or “failing these, some other responsible adult aged 18 or over who is not a police officer” or employee, contractor, or agent of the police. Id. at 1.7.

2021]

A COMPARATIVE EXAMINATION OF POLICE INTERROGATION

985

As to a vulnerable suspect’s confession, PACE 1984 eschews automatic exclusion, preserving the admissibility of a suspect’s admissions but subjecting them to
a specially crafted judicial warning. Section 77(1) provides:
Without prejudice to the general duty of the court at a trial on indictment with a jury to direct the jury on any matter on which it
appears to the court appropriate to do so, where at such a trial—
(a) the case against the accused depends wholly or substantially
on a confession by him; and
(b) the court is satisfied—
(i) that he is mentally handicapped; and
(ii) that the confession was not made in the presence of an
independent person,
the court shall warn the jury that there is special need for caution
before convicting the accused in reliance on the confession, and
shall explain that the need arises because of the circumstances
mentioned in paragraphs (a) and (b) above.429
There is no canonical form of words, but it would usually be wise for the judge
to warn the jury quite explicitly of the “special need for caution” in any case where
section 77 applies.430 Given the scope for excluding potentially unreliable confessions by vulnerable suspects under section 76(2)(b), the practical salience of section
77 warnings may be quite limited.431
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
The Oranga Tamariki Act 1989 contains specific controls on police questioning
of children and young people.432 Such measures include provision of advice and
cautions that are not required to be given to adults.433 Unless the child or young
person is under arrest, these include advice that the child or young person is not
obliged to accompany the enforcement officer to any place for the purpose of being
questioned and that if the child or young person consents to do so, he or she may
withdraw that consent at any time.434 Additionally, young persons are given the right
to consult with and make any statement in the presence of lawyer and a nominated
429

Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, c. 60, s. 77(1) (Eng.).
See R v. Campbell [1995] 1 Cr. App. R. 522 (CA) 522 (Eng.).
431
See R v. Moss (1990) 91 Cr. App. R. 371 (CA) 377 (Eng.); R v. Lamont [1989] Crim.
L. Rev. 813 (CA) (Eng.).
432
See R v. Z [2008] NZCA 246 at [35] (N.Z.) (The Court of Appeal made it clear that
police questioning of young persons is governed by both the Practice Note and the Oranga
Tamariki Act as well as applicable NZBORA rights in sections 23 and 24.).
433
See Oranga Tamariki Act 1989, ss 215–18 (N.Z.).
434
See id. s 215(1)(d).
430
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and circumstances in which they are put are relevant considerations in light of the
defendant’s disability.
In sum, the Supreme Court has held that categories of unfairness must adapt to
the “circumstances of the particular case at issue.”443 Clearly this allows for consideration of the characteristics of the suspect being questioned.
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
Officers are required to give the same Miranda warnings to all suspects, whether
young, intellectually disabled, or non-native speaking. The Supreme Court made
that clear in Fare v. Michael C., where it said:
We discern no persuasive reasons why any other approach is
required where the question is whether a juvenile has waived his
rights, as opposed to whether an adult has done so. The totality
approach permits—indeed, it mandates—inquiry into all the circumstances surrounding the interrogation. This includes evaluation of the juvenile’s age, experience, education, background, and
intelligence, and into whether he has the capacity to understand
the warnings given him, the nature of his Fifth Amendment rights,
and the consequences of waiving those rights.444
Research shows that effectively warning juveniles is problematic. Many Miranda
forms contain language beyond the comprehension of juveniles.445 Similar problems
hold true for intellectually disabled persons. Studies consistently show that intellectually disabled persons have “significant deficits in their understanding and appreciation of Miranda warnings.”446 “The validity of waivers entered by persons with
[intellectual disabilities] is suspect for several reasons,” more likely to “respond to
coercion and pressure” and less likely to understand the impact of waiving their rights
compared to persons of average intelligence.447
interviewed the defendant about the alleged offending, the court there held that the defendant’s
admissions were reliable and admissible.
443
R v. Wichman [2015] NZSC 198 at [503] (N.Z.).
444
442 U.S. 707, 725 (1979) (citing North Carolina v. Butler, 441 U.S. 369, 373 (1979)). In
Doody v. Ryan, 649 F.3d 986 (9th Cir. 2011), the Court found the warnings provided to the
seventeen-year-old defendant, “which consumed twelve pages of transcript and completely
obfuscated the core precepts of Miranda,” were improper, unclear, and confusing. Id. at 990.
The court observed that the defendant was a juvenile “who had never heard of Miranda.” Id.
at 1002.
445
Kassin et al., supra note 145, at 8.
446
Id. at 20–21 (citing numerous studies).
447
Caroline Everington & Solomon M. Fulero, Competence to Confess: Measuring Understanding and Suggestibility of Defendants with Mental Retardation, 37 MENTAL RETARDATION
212, 212 (1999).
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The Supreme Court has made clear that interrogation of juveniles calls for “special
care” in evaluating voluntariness.448 In J.D.B. v. North Carolina, the Court reiterated
“that events that ‘would leave a man cold and unimpressed can overawe and overwhelm a lad in his early teens.’”449 As far back as 1967, in the Court’s seminal juvenile decision, In re Gault, the Court recognized the special importance to juveniles
of having a friend or parent with them during an interview.450
And yet, it is surprising how few juvenile interrogation cases the Supreme Court
has heard over the past thirty years, especially now that it has recognized the biological
differences between children and adults and when statistics show that juveniles are
at risk for involuntary and false confessions during interrogation. “Numerous highprofile cases, such as the Central Park Jogger case, have demonstrated the risks of
combining young age, and the attributes that are associated with it (e.g., suggestibility,
heightened obedience to authority, and immature decision-making abilities), and . . .
psychologically oriented interrogation tactics . . . .”451
Persons with intellectual disabilities are similarly at risk and overrepresented in
false confession cases.452 Indeed, when the Supreme Court banned the imposition
of the death penalty on persons with intellectual disabilities, it explicitly pointed to
the risk of false confessions as one reason for its prohibition.453
The Supreme Court has not spoken to the issue of how non-native speakers
understand Miranda warnings and there is a paucity of case law in the lower courts.
When one federal appeals court was confronted with the issue, it noted:
[A] defendant’s alienage and unfamiliarity with the American
legal system should be [considered]. However, the significance
of these factors will be limited to determining whether a defendant knew and understood the warnings that were read to him.
The fact that a defendant’s alien status may have prevented him
from understanding the full, tactical significance of his decision
to confess will not invalidate his waiver.454
Not surprisingly, however, there is strong evidence that non-native or ESL (English
as a second language) speakers have more difficulty understanding their rights than
448

See, e.g., Haley v. Ohio, 332 U.S. 596, 599 (1948) (plurality opinion); J.D.B. v. North
Carolina, 564 U.S. 261, 277 (2011).
449
564 U.S. at 272 (quoting Haley, 332 U.S. at 599 (plurality opinion)).
450
387 U.S. 1, 49 (1967).
451
Kassin et al., supra note 145, at 19; see also DNA Exonerations in the United States,
supra note 185 (thirty-one percent of false confession cases of those exonerated between
1989 and 2020 involved children under age eighteen).
452
Kassin et al., supra note 145, at 21.
453
Atkins v. Virginia, 536 U.S. 304, 320 (2002).
454
Al-Yousif v. Trani, 779 F.3d 1173, 1182 (10th Cir. 2015) (alteration in original) (quoting
People v. Al-Yousif, 49 P.3d 1165, 1169–70 (Colo. 2002)).
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native speakers. One study found that most of the participants, all students enrolled
in advanced ESL classes “failed to understand their Miranda rights and displayed
significant disadvantages . . . in comparison to native speakers.”455
B. In reviewing interrogation practices, would courts consider both common law
and constitutional principles?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
The courts in Australia would consider relevant statutory provisions, to which
I have referred earlier, and the common law. There is nothing in the Australian
Constitution or the constitutions of the various states that affects the interpretation
of the statutory provisions concerning the questioning of suspects or the “review”
of interrogation practices by a court in any particular case or generally. In particular,
there is no constitutional foundation for the “right to silence” or any of the other
rights discussed earlier affecting the admissibility of a confession.456 Victoria has a
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities and the Australian Capital Territory
and Queensland have Human Rights Acts, all of which have provisions concerning
a person’s right to liberty and personal security, the right to be treated humanely
when deprived of liberty, and various rights in criminal proceedings.457 Each provides
that a person charged with a criminal offence is entitled without discrimination “not
to be compelled to testify against himself or herself or to confess” but does not deal
with a person’s rights when being interviewed as a suspect.458 In any event, the human
rights legislation does not add to or qualify the statutory and common law requirements to which I have referred.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
The court will consider the issues raised by counsel which could include both
common law and constitutional principles.
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
The human rights revolution in English criminal procedure459 precipitated by the
Human Rights Act 1998 has effectively constitutionalized fair trial principles in
455

Aneta Pavlenko, Elizabeth Hepford & Scott Jarvis, An Illusion of Understanding: How
Native and Non-native Speakers of English Understand (and Misunderstand) Their Miranda
Rights, 26 INT’L J. SPEECH, LANGUAGE & L. 181, 200 (2019).
456
R v Swaffield (1998) 192 CLR 159, 219 (Austl.).
457
See Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Vic) ss 21, 22, 25 (Austl.);
Human Rights Act 2004 (ACT) ss 18, 19, 22 (Austl.); Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) ss 29,
30, 32 (Austl.).
458
See, e.g., Human Rights Act 2004 (ACT) s 22(2)(i).
459
Paul Roberts & Jill Hunter, Introduction—The Human Rights Revolution in Criminal
Evidence and Procedure, in CRIMINAL EVIDENCE AND HUMAN RIGHTS: REIMAGINING COMMON LAW PROCEDURAL TRADITIONS 2 (Paul Roberts & Jill Hunter eds., 2012).
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English law, in the conventional sense of “constitutional” practised in my part of the
common law world.460 There are also certain procedural and evidentiary principles
expressly stated to be constitutional by courts of the highest authority.461
The most pertinent illustration for present purposes is the rule established in A
v. Secretary of State for the Home Department (No 2) stating that evidence procured
by torture of any person, anywhere in the world, is categorically inadmissible in
English legal proceedings.462 “It trivialises the issue,” declared Lord Bingham, “to
treat it as an argument about the law of evidence. The issue is one of constitutional
principle . . . .”463
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
As noted, in New Zealand, interrogation practices are not specifically controlled
and are largely regulated through the law of evidence. Despite the lack of regulation,
the rule of law means that law enforcement officers themselves are subject to the
law and must follow lawful procedures when undertaking investigation to protect
individual rights as far as is compatible with the public interest.
New Zealand courts have consistently recognised the important role of the judiciary in upholding the rule of law and ensuring the law is not enforced by unlawful
or unjust means:
[I]f the actions of the authorities concerned are of such seriousness
that the proper administration of law by the Courts in dealing with
criminal offences is seriously undermined, then it has a discretion
to act in order to preserve due process and, in the wider public
interest, to ensure the proper conduct of those actions.464
When approaching admissibility challenges in cases of this nature there is on the one
hand the important premise that the judiciary must uphold the rule of law and
prevent the police abusing its powers.465 On the other hand, a significant proportion
of the general public may feel uneasy about the prospect of guilty persons walking
460

Id. at 1.
See Paul Roberts, Excluding Evidence as Protecting Constitutional or Human Rights?,
in PRINCIPLES AND VALUES IN CRIMINAL LAW AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE: ESSAYS IN HONOUR
OF ANDREW ASHWORTH 171–72 (Lucia Zedner & Julian V. Roberts eds., 2012); Paul Roberts,
Criminal Procedure, the Presumption of Innocence and Judicial Reasoning Under the Human
Rights Act, in JUDICIAL REASONING UNDER THE UK HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 417 (Helen Fenwick,
Gavin Phillipson & Roger Masterman eds., 2007).
462
[2006] 2 AC 221 (HL) (Eng.).
463
Id. at [51].
464
R v. Hannah HC Auckland T58/83, 15 February 1984 at 10 (N.Z.).
465
Finn Lowery, Abuse of Process: The Need for Structure, 20 AUCKLAND U. L. REV. 223,
225 (2014).
461
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free “on a technicality,” despite the merits of the case against them.466 Whilst an
effective and credible justice system should clearly ensure that guilty people are convicted, it must also give effect to the rule of law and the fundamental need to uphold
broader concepts of fairness and justice.467
The Supreme Court has said that it would be “incongruous” if an obviously true
confession was excluded because of the theoretical likelihood that the circumstances
in which it had been made might have affected its reliability or that it would not be
conducive to public confidence in the criminal justice system.468 It is unclear why
this view was taken when conclusive evidence is regularly excluded under statutory
provisions in the name of upholding the rule of law and the need for an effective and
credible system of justice.469 Perhaps greater weight was placed on the public interest in crime detection given that the “Mr Big” technique is generally only deployed in cases of very serious offences such as murder or, as were the facts of that
case, manslaughter. However, it is important that an appropriate balance is struck
even in such cases. “The strength of valued constitutional principles may be best
demonstrated when they are applied in favour of a person whose actions attract
minimal sympathy.”470
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
As noted in the beginning of this Article, this country’s criminal procedure is
entirely governed by the U.S. Constitution. Although the Supreme Court occasionally refers to the common law in reaching its decisions, common law principles do
not govern its result.
466
467

Id. at 224.
See Hamed v. R [2011] NZSC 101, [2012] 2 NZLR 305 at [229]–[230] (N.Z.).
It would . . . be a mistake to take the view that the need for an effective
and credible system of justice is solely a counterpoint to the impropriety involved in gaining the evidence. The reference to an effective and
credible system of justice involves not only an immediate focus on the
instant case but also a longer-term and wider focus on the administration
of justice generally.
The admission of improperly obtained evidence must always, to
a greater or lesser extent, tend to undermine the rule of law. By enacting
s 30 Parliament has indicated that in appropriate cases improperly obtained evidence should be admitted, but the longer-term effect of doing
so on an effective and credible system of justice must always be considered, as well as what may be seen as the desirability of having the
immediate trial take place on the basis of all relevant and reliable
evidence, despite its provenance.

Id.
468
469
470

R v. Wichman [2015] NZSC 198 at [83]–[84] (majority); id. at [433] (Glazebrook J).
See N.Z. L. Comm’n, supra note 252, s 125.
Waaka v. Police CA243/85, 21 July 1987 at 3 (N.Z.).
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V. RECENT TIMES
A. What important legislative developments in this field have occurred?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
The most significant legislative developments in all jurisdictions were those that
introduced (at different times): (a) the statutory frameworks for the rights of arrested
suspects, the obligations of police (and other public officers) in respect of them, and
the consequences of failing to comply with the statutory obligations; (b) the enactment
of a number of the common law principles concerning the admissibility and discretionary exclusion of confessional evidence; and (c) the requirement for audio-visual
recording of interviews, which I will discuss below. In Western Australia, the enactment of the CIA consolidated practices and procedures contained in other legislation, while also introducing new provisions for the manner in which arrested persons
were to be dealt with.471 A further significant recent development in Western Australia
has been the introduction of regulations (referred to earlier) requiring the ALSWA
to be notified when an Aboriginal person or Torres Strait Islander is detained.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
Our law is mostly driven by judicial pronouncements—at common law and the
charter.
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
We have seen that enactment of PACE 1984 was a watershed moment in the
history of custodial interrogation, and of policing powers and criminal investigations
more generally, in England and Wales. The PACE Codes of Practice have subsequently undergone almost continuous expansion and refinement. Another important
legislative intervention was the expanded jurisdiction to draw adverse inferences from
“significant silences” introduced by the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994.472
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
This area is largely regulated by the law of evidence. Since the enactment of the
Evidence Act 2006 there has been little legislative change of relevance to interrogation practices. There have been frequent calls for review.473
471

Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 120(2) (Austl.).
PACE Code C, supra note 56, 11.4; see also Criminal Justice and Public Order Act
1994, c. 33, ss. 34–37 (Eng.).
473
The matter is effectively being regulated in an inappropriate, negative, retrospective
and haphazard way through the admissibility of evidence. Apart from anything else, this is only
effective if there is a prosecution. Until there is a comprehensive regime of police questioning,
472
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In the second review of the Evidence Act, the Law Commission noted that the
general policy of section 30 should be examined given common concerns that the
section is skewed too heavily in favour of admission rather than exclusion.474
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
One of the most important legislative developments has been the requirement
that police interrogations be recorded, discussed below.
A less-well-known but important legislative development was the passage of the
federal Death in Custody Reporting Act of 2013, which requires any state receiving
federal criminal justice funds to report “the death of any person who is detained,
under arrest, or is in the process of being arrested, [or] is en route to be incarcerated”
in all state, local, and juvenile facilities.475 Despite this law, the Department of Justice
has not tracked in-custody deaths in the United States since 2014.476
It is too soon to tell whether the current movement for police reform will result
in more protective legislation or stricter judicial requirements governing police interrogations. For many decades, commentators have urged courts and legislatures to
institute a variety of reforms, including that defense counsel be present before the initiation of any interrogation,477 that the use of some or all deceptive practices during
interrogations be prohibited,478 and that the length of interrogations be restricted.479

issues will continue to have to be dealt with inappropriately by courts and the Law Commission
when dealing with challenges to the admissibility of evidence. N.Z. L. Comm’n, supra note
252, s 201.
474
Id. at 133. The Law Commission also flagged the possibility of a new Practice Note for
undercover operations following the completion of the review of the Search and Surveillance
regime. Id. at 118–20.
475
Death in Custody Reporting Act of 2013, Pub. L. 113-242, 128 Stat. 2860 (to be codified
at 42 U.S.C. §§ 13701, 13727).
476
42 U.S.C. § 13727 (federal record-keeping); 34 U.S.C. § 60105 (state record-keeping); see
Madison Pearman, Congressman Scott Presses AG Barr to Enforce Law to Record Deaths in
Police Custody, WAVY (June 11, 2020, 11:10 AM), https://www.wavy.com/washington-dc/con
gressman-scott-presses-ag-barr-to-enforce-law-to-record-deaths-in-police-custody/ [https://
perma.cc/7653-H4LU].
477
See, e.g., Charles J. Ogletree, Commentary, Are Confessions Really Good for the Soul?
A Proposal to Mirandize Miranda, 100 HARV. L. REV. 1826, 1842 (1987) (urging interrogation
be permitted only in the presence of counsel).
478
See, e.g., Miriam S. Gohara, A Lie for a Lie: False Confessions and the Case for Reconsidering the Legality of Deceptive Interrogation Techniques, 33 FORDHAM URB. L.J. 791,
794–95 (2006) (good policy to prohibit deception by law enforcement “in a criminal justice
system expressly designed to elicit the truth about a crime”); Welsh S. White, False Confessions
and the Constitution: Safeguards Against Untrustworthy Confessions, 32 HARV. C.R.-C.L. L.
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White, supra note 478, at 143–44.
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B. Are there any groundbreaking court decisions in the area worthy of note?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
Tofilau, which I discussed in the context of undercover operations, was a
significant development in clarifying the application of the rules concerning voluntariness to an undercover operation that in many respects resembled an interview of
the accused.480
Another decision of note is X7 v Australian Crime Commission.481 X7 dealt with
the intersection between criminal proceedings and compulsory examinations before
powerful investigative bodies such as the Australian Crime Commission. The appellant
was arrested and charged with three indictable offences under the Criminal Code
(Cth). The Australia Crime Commission Act 2002 (ACC Act) provided that an examiner appointed under that Act could summon a person to appear at an examination
to give evidence.482 It further provided that a person appearing at an examination
should not refuse or fail to answer a question that he or she was required to answer
by the examiner and that to do so constituted an indictable offence.
At the examination, the appellant was asked and answered questions concerning
the subject matter of the offences with which he had been charged. Following an
adjournment, he declined to answer further questions on those matters. He was informed by the examiner that he would be charged with failing to answer a question
that he was required to answer. A direction was given under section 25A(9) that
prosecutors and police officers associated with the prosecution of the offences with
which the appellant had been charged were not entitled to receive a copy of the
evidence given by him at the examination.483
A majority of the High Court held that the ACC Act did not authorise an examiner
to require a person charged with a Commonwealth indictable offence to answer questions about the subject matter of the charged offence.484 The Court’s view was that this
was contrary to the established system of law.485 For an alteration of that kind to be
made by statute, it must be made clearly by express words or necessary intendment,
which they did not find to be the case in relation to the ACC Act.486 Even if the evidence was kept secret, the accused’s rights at trial would be fundamentally altered.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
I have already referred to the decision of the Supreme Court of Canada in R. v.
Hart, one of the top groundbreaking decisions of late in Canada.487
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487

See supra text accompanying note 365.
(2013) 248 CLR 92 (Austl.).
Australia Crime Commission Act 2002 (Cth) s 28(1) (Austl.).
X7, 248 CLR at 106.
Id. at 127.
Id.
Id. at 140–41.
See supra notes 374–76 and accompanying text.
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Historically, another landmark decision was that in R. v. Brydges.488 In that case,
the Supreme Court of Canada held that all detainees must be told, as part of the information given upon arrest or detention, that there is a 1-800 number through which
they can access free legal advice from duty counsel.489 After Brydges was decided,
all provinces implemented a twenty-four-hour duty counsel system to offer this
advice to persons detained or arrested. This development ensured that all persons
could obtain the legal advice they needed at the time of arrest, whether or not they
could afford to retain a lawyer.
A more recent trilogy of cases from the Supreme Court of Canada narrowed the
scope of the section 10(b) right: R. v. Sinclair; R. v. Willier; R. v. McCrimmon.490 In
those cases, the majority ruled that, once a detainee has been given a reasonable opportunity to exercise the right to counsel, he or she will not be given another opportunity to speak to a lawyer, unless there is a material change of circumstance.491 The
Court was fundamentally concerned with where the balance of power should lie in
the interrogation room.492 The majority reasoned that because suspects are an important source of evidence, they should not be empowered to obstruct questioning
by asking for a lawyer at strategic moments.493 The Court also rejected the idea that a
detainee has the right to have a lawyer present during questioning.494 While perhaps
not “groundbreaking” in the traditional sense, these decisions have impacted the
scope of the rights triggered by detention or arrest.
We can expect more important decisions in the area. The evidentiary power of
a confession is profound. Many laypersons find it hard to believe that someone would
confess to a crime that they did not commit. Yet, we know that it does happen for
a variety of reasons relating to the human condition. Is there a way to counter the
“common sense” notion that people do not falsely confess? It is here that expert
evidence may have a role to play. Expert evidence that speaks in general terms about
the phenomenon, without reference to the specific facts of the case, could provide
important context for a jury presented with this issue. Canadian courts have, to date,
been less than receptive to this type of evidence.495 However, given our experience
with false confessions and wrongful convictions, the time may have come for a more
488

[1990] 1 S.C.R. 190 (Can.).
Id. at 203, 211.
490
See generally R. v. Sinclair, 2010 SCC 35, [2010] 2 S.C.R. 310 (Can.); R. v. Willier,
2010 SCC 37, [2010] 2 S.C.R. 429 (Can.); R. v. McCrimmon, 2010 SCC 36, [2010] 2 S.C.R.
402 (Can.).
491
Sinclair, 2010 SCC 35, para. 2, 2 S.C.R. at 311; Willier, 2010 SCC 37, para. 42, 2
S.C.R. at 430; McCrimmon, 2010 SCC 36, para. 3, 2 S.C.R. at 403.
492
Sinclair, 2010 SCC 35, para. 26, 2 S.C.R. at 313.
493
Id. paras. 195–96.
494
Id. para. 42.
495
See, e.g., R. v. Osmar, 2007 ONCA 50, para. 66, [2007] 84 O.R. 3d 321 (Can. Ont. C.A.);
R. v. Bonisteel, 2008 BCCA 344, para. 69, [2008] B.C.J. No. 1705 (Can. B.C.C.A.).
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permissive approach to this evidence. To educate juries on this phenomenon is to
give them the tools that they may need to reach a fair and informed verdict.
ENGLAND AND WALES, PROFESSOR ROBERTS:
Authoritative judicial interpretations and key precedent cases have been mentioned throughout the foregoing discussion. The need to ensure that English criminal
procedure law is fully compatible with ECHR article 6 has generated extensive
litigation, whilst particular issues—notably, objections to proactive policing methods
as “entrapment” and the minutiae of judicial directions on adverse inferences from
silence—spawn prodigious appellate rulings.
NEW ZEALAND, HON. JUDGE HARVEY:
In the absence of any statutory regime regulating interrogation, principles in the
senior court authorities outlined above provide for much of the law and its development in this area. The recent Court of Appeal case of Lyttle v. R496 illustrates how
a criminal trial is not the place to make general rulings about the legitimacy of
methods of investigation and that comprehensive review would be a much more
appropriate course.497
In Lyttle, the defendant was charged with murder following a “Mr Big” operation. The prosecution proposed to adduce the admissions the defendant had made
to the undercover officers. The defence wished to call evidence attacking the value
of that evidence. One proposed witness was an American professor of law and
psychology who would testify as to the frequency and misleading nature of false
confessions, including cases where suspects who had confessed to crimes had been
exonerated by DNA evidence.498 The witness would identify matters which were
accepted as leading to false confessions and then review the evidence to see whether
those factors applied in the case at hand. The other proposed witness was a Canadian
psychologist who would analyse the psychological factors in “Mr Big” operations
and identify any relevant factors at play in that case.499
The trial judge determined that the risks of false confessions were self-evident
and that the expert witnesses would not be of substantial help to the jury. On appeal
to the Court of Appeal, the defence argued that the whole point of “Mr Big” operations was psychological pressure and that Mr. Lyttle had been particularly vulnerable to such pressure as he had a drinking problem, was isolated, and in financial
difficulty.500 It was highlighted that some of what he had said was proven not to be
true. It was argued that false confessions are more common and more convincing
496
497
498
499
500

[2019] NZCA 226 at [21]–[23] (N.Z.).
See N.Z. L. Comm’n, supra note 252, s 284.
Lyttle, [2019] NZCA 226 at [23].
Id. at [21], [24].
Id. at [35].
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than is generally appreciated. The expert evidence, it was argued, was required to
remedy misconceptions that the jury might hold.
The Court of Appeal was of the view that the possibility of false confession
could be dealt with by judicial direction.501 Otherwise, the evidence was a generalised attack on the “Mr Big” technique which had been held not to be unlawful in
principle by the Supreme Court.502 The Court of Appeal noted that the Supreme
Court had stated that case by case evaluation would be required and that a confession induced by promises would be excluded.503
The Court of Appeal’s response shows that clearly a trial will always turn on the
particular facts of the case and the information before the court will be limited to
that pertaining to the issues in the particular case and, of course, by budgetary
factors.504 Examination of investigative methods should be by a thorough, prospective review of the regulation of police questioning.
UNITED STATES, MS. BROOK:
Two groups of groundbreaking decisions come to mind. First, since 2005, the
Supreme Court has issued four significant decisions recognizing that “children are
constitutionally different” than adults, more vulnerable with brains that are still
developing.505 These decisions, which have generated a number of articles and some
case law, have already caused law enforcement to modify the techniques it uses
when interrogating children.506
The other group of groundbreaking decisions consists of the thirteen consent
decrees entered into between the Department of Justice and local governments,
which have been approved by court order. These decrees contain language requiring
a specified amount of additional training in proper interrogation techniques.507 For
instance, the Chicago Consent Decree separately identifies unique requirements for
the interrogation of juveniles, an area where commentators believe training is especially important.508
501

Id. at [39].
Id. at [41].
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N.Z. L. Comm’n, supra note 252, s 285.
505
Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551, 569–70 (2005) (prohibiting the death penalty for persons
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life without parole for persons under eighteen); Graham v. Florida, 560 U.S. 48, 68–69
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Montgomery v. Louisiana, 136 S. Ct. 718, 733–34 (2016) (applying Miller retroactively).
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See, e.g., Barry C. Feld, Behind Closed Doors: What Really Happens When Cops Question
Kids, 23 CORNELL J.L. & PUB. POL’Y 395, 396–97 (2013); supra note 444 and accompanying
text (discussing Doody v. Ryan, 649 F.3d 986 (9th Cir. 2011)).
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See, e.g., Consent Decree at 154–55, Illinois v. City of Chicago, No. 17-cv-6260 (N.D.
Ill. Jan. 31, 2019).
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Id. at 9; see Kassin et al., supra note 145, at 31.
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C. Recorded interrogations are becoming much more common. Do/should
legislation or court rules require interrogations to be recorded? Should they be
recorded for all offenses or only for some? What is/should the sanction be for
failing to record interrogations when required?
AUSTRALIA, HON. JUSTICE FIANNACA:
In Australia, police interviews with suspects in cases involving serious offences
are almost invariably recorded on video (previously on analogue tape, now on digital
media). That is mandated by statutory provisions in all jurisdictions.509 In most jurisdictions, this development was the result of a number of cases in which interviews that
had been typed or written, some signed by the accused and others not, were challenged
on the basis that the admissions were not made or that the police had extracted the
admissions by oppressive methods or inducements. In some cases, the admissions
were excluded from evidence either at first instance or on appeal. In others, while
the confessions were not excluded, the courts made it clear that the failure to use
video recording facilities to record interviews was fraught.510
In broad terms, the statutory provisions requiring video recording of interviews
with suspects in Australia make the admissibility of confessions or admissions
dependent upon there being a video recording of the same, subject to certain exceptions. There are differences between the jurisdictions as to whether the provisions
apply to all offences or a particular category of offences. Other differences concern
the stage at which the provisions apply in the interaction between the police (or
other relevant public officers) and the suspect and the ability to rely on written
records of interview in some jurisdictions when it is not reasonably practicable to
electronically record the confession or admission, although there is a need to record
a reading of the written record. A detailed comparison may be found elsewhere.511
The statutory provision in Western Australia, section 118 of the CIA, applies to “an
admission made by a suspect to a police officer or a [Corruption and Crime Commission] officer, whether the admission is by spoken words or by acts or otherwise.”512
509

Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) s 23V (Austl.); Criminal Procedure Act 1986 (NSW) s 281(2)
(Austl.); Crimes Act 1958 (Vic) s 464H (Austl.); Police Powers and Responsibilities Act
2000 (Qld) s 436 (Austl.); Criminal Investigations Act 2006 (WA) s 118 (Austl.); Summary
Offences Act 1953 (SA) ss 74C–74G (Austl.); Evidence Act 2001 (Tas) s 85A (Austl.); Police
Administration Act 1978 (NT) s 142 (Austl.). Section 23V of the Crimes Act 1914 (Cth)
applies in the Australian Capital Territory in relation to certain offences against the law of
that territory. See Crimes Act 1914 (Cth) s 23A(6) (Austl.); Crimes Act 1900 (ACT) s 187(3)
(Austl.); see also Evidence Act 2011 (ACT) s 86 (Austl.).
510
See, e.g., Kelly v The Queen [1994] WASC 594 (27 October 1994) 19 (Austl.); Sell v
The Queen [1995] WASC 330 (22 June 1995) 21 (Austl.). In McKinney v The Queen (1991)
171 CLR 468, 484 (Austl.), the High Court held that a warning would need to be given to the
jury of the danger of conviction on the basis of disputed confessional statement made while
the accused was in custody and not corroborated.
511
See DYSON HEYDON, CROSS ON EVIDENCE [33775] (12th ed. 2019).
512
The section distinguishes between the approach in respect of a child, being a person
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The requirement for an audio-visual recording applies only if the admission is
made after there were reasonable grounds to suspect the person had committed an
offence.513 However, the requirement is not confined to admissions made during a
formal interview.514 The provision properly places the onus on the prosecution to
establish why an admission should be received if it is not video recorded—for instance,
that the accused did not give consent or there is a reasonable excuse for the absence
of a video recording.515 The standard of proof is consistent with the standard borne
by the prosecution in establishing voluntariness.516 Finally, the discretionary power
in section 155 to admit the evidence if the court is satisfied that “the desirability of
admitting the evidence outweighs the undesirability of admitting the evidence.”517
In my opinion, police interviews with suspects should be video recorded to
safeguard the rights of an accused and the integrity of the criminal justice system.
Of course, if the suspect does not consent to the recording being made, police should
not be deterred from proceeding with an interview for the purpose of being able to
pursue lines of inquiry and obtain an admission in written form. That is particularly
so in the case of very serious offences. In my view, the statutory provisions in all of
the Australian jurisdictions strike the right balance in enabling admissions to be
received into evidence if there is a reasonable excuse why it is not contained in an
audio-visual recording. Furthermore, conferring discretion on the court enables the
interests of justice, informed by a long line of common law authorities, to ultimately
determine whether the evidence should be admitted.
As to whether the requirement should be for all offences, that is a matter of
resourcing, which affects policy decisions of the kind that have resulted in a provision like section 118 of the CIA being limited to indictable offences that cannot be
dealt with summarily (in the case of an adult). Such offences are at the more serious
end of the spectrum. Not all jurisdictions have such a limitation.
CANADA, HON. JUSTICE POMERANCE:
We are living in an age where virtually any member of the public can record and
upload an event onto social media within moments. Many, if not most individuals
carry phones that operate as video cameras.518 Against this backdrop, it is difficult
who is under the age of eighteen years, and an adult, in that in the case of an adult suspect, the
section applies only if the person is charged with an indictable offence that cannot be dealt with
by a court of summary jurisdiction, whereas in the case of a child, it applies if the person is
charged with an indictable offence, irrespective of whether it can be dealt with summarily.
Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (WA) s 118(2) (Austl.).
513
Id. s 118.
514
Id.
515
Id.
516
Id.
517
Id. s 155(2).
518
See S. O’Dea, Number of Smartphone Users in Canada from 2018 to 2024 (in Millions)*,
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81,7('67$7(606%522.
7ZHQW\ILYHVWDWHVDQGWKH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELDFXUUHQWO\UHTXLUHRUUHFRPPHQG
WKDWODZHQIRUFHPHQWUHFRUGFXVWRGLDOLQWHUURJDWLRQVIRUVRPHFULPHVHLWKHUE\VWDWXWH
RUMXGLFLDODFWLRQ)RXUVWDWHVUHTXLUHDOORIIHQVHVEHUHFRUGHGDQGWKHUHPDLQGHU
UHTXLUHDOORUVRPHFRPELQDWLRQRIIHORQLHVEHUHFRUGHG0DQ\IHGHUDOODZHQIRUFH
PHQWDJHQFLHVDUHQRZUHTXLUHGWRUHFRUGDOOFXVWRGLDOLQWHUURJDWLRQVRILQGLYLGXDOV
VXVSHFWHGRIDQ\IHGHUDOFULPH
,VUHFRUGLQJDJRRGLGHD"7KHYDVWPDMRULW\RIFRPPHQWDWRUVDQGSUDFWLWLRQHUV
LQFOXGLQJPH DVZHOODVPDQ\ODZHQIRUFHPHQWDJHQFLHVEHOLHYHLWLV7KHEHQHILWV


$VVWDWHGE\&RRNH3LQR v. Admore>@1=/5DW 1= 
R v. Hawea>@1=&$DW>@±>@ 1= 

See %UDQGRQ/%DQJ'XDQH6WDQWRQ&UDLJ+HPPHQV 0DU\.6WRKU Police Recording of Custodial Interrogations: A State-by-State Legal Inquiry,17¶/-32/,&(6&,
0*07  

See$QGUHZ(7DVOLW]High Expectations and Some Wounded Hopes: The Policy and
Politics of a Uniform Statute on Videotaping Custodial Interrogations1:-/ 62&32/¶<
  

3UHVV5HOHDVH'HS¶WRI-XVWAttorney General Holder Announces Significant Policy
Shift Concerning Electronic Recording of Statements 0D\ KWWSZZZMXVWLFHJRY
RSDSUDWWRUQH\JHQHUDOKROGHUDQQRXQFHVVLJQLILFDQWSROLF\VKLIWFRQFHUQLQJHOHFWURQLFUH
FRUGLQJ>KWWSSHUPDFF*=%%-@

See, e.g.5,&+$5'$/(232/,&(,17(552*$7,21$1'$0(5,&$1-867,&(  
6WHYHQ$'UL]LQ 0DULVVD-5HLFKHeeding the Lessons of History: The Need for Mandatory
Recording of Police Interrogations to Accurately Assess the Reliability and Voluntariness
of Confessions'5$.(/5(9±  


@
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LQFOXGHUHGXFLQJWKHQXPEHURIIDOVHFRQIHVVLRQVGHWHUULQJWKHXVHRIFRHUFLYHSROLFH
WDFWLFVPRUHDFFXUDWHO\DVVHVVLQJFRQIHVVLRQHYLGHQFHIRUWKHMXU\FRXQVHODQGWKH
MXGJHFUHDWLQJDSHUPDQHQWUHFRUGIRUIXWXUHOLWLJDWLRQHQKDQFLQJSXEOLFFRQILGHQFH
DQGLPSURYLQJWUDLQLQJ5HJDUGLQJZKLFKRIIHQVHVWRUHFRUGRQFHDQLQWHUURJDWLRQ
URRPLVHTXLSSHGWRUHFRUGWKHUHVHHPVOLWWOHUHDVRQWROLPLWWKHUHFRUGLQJVWRWKH
PRVWVHULRXVIHORQLHVHVSHFLDOO\EHFDXVHWKHUHDUHVRPDQ\EHQHILWVWRUHFRUGLQJ,Q
DGGLWLRQDUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWDOOLQWHUURJDWLRQVEHUHFRUGHGZRXOGHOLPLQDWHRIILFHU
GLVFUHWLRQDQGPDNHUHFRUGLQJURXWLQH
%XWZKDWWRUHFRUG",QPDQ\MXULVGLFWLRQVRQO\WKHFRQIHVVLRQLWVHOILVWDSHGQRW
WKHKRXUV RUGD\V OHDGLQJXSWRLW5HFRUGLQJWKHHQWLUHLQWHUURJDWLRQUDWKHUWKDQ
MXVWLWVFRQFOXVLRQLVJHQHUDOO\FRQVLGHUHGWKHEHWWHUSUDFWLFHHQDEOLQJDPRUHPHDQ
LQJIXOUHYLHZ
2QWKHTXHVWLRQRIVDQFWLRQVKLVWRU\WHDFKHVWKDWRYHUVLJKWDQGIHDURIVDQFWLRQV
LPSURYHFRPSOLDQFH7KHVDQFWLRQVFUHDWHGE\VWDWHVWKDWUHTXLUHUHFRUGLQJLQFOXGH
H[FOXVLRQSUHVXPSWLRQRIH[FOXVLRQFRXUWGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIDGPLVVLELOLW\MXU\LQ
VWUXFWLRQRUPRQHWDU\SHQDOW\6RPHVWDWHVGRQRWVSHFLI\DQ\VDQFWLRQ,WZRXOG
VHHPWKDWFRPELQLQJDSUHVXPSWLRQRIH[FOXVLRQZLWKWKHDGPLVVLELOLW\GHWHUPLQD
WLRQWREHPDGHE\WKHFRXUWZRXOGKDYHWKHJUHDWHVWLPSDFWZKLOHDOORZLQJDOOVLGHV
WREHKHDUG
D. Has new technology affected the way in which interrogation occurs? Should it?
$8675$/,$+21-867,&(),$11$&$
,DPLQJHQHUDODJUHHPHQWZLWKWKHYLHZVH[SUHVVHGE\P\FROOHDJXHVDERXWWKH
LPSDFWDGYDQWDJHVDQGQHZSRVVLELOLWLHVRIPRGHUQWHFKQRORJ\LQWKHVSKHUHRI
FULPHLQYHVWLJDWLRQLQFOXGLQJWKHFRQGXFWRILQWHUYLHZVZLWKVXVSHFWV,QSDUWLFXODU
WKHYDULRXVLQFLGHQWDODQGFRQVHTXHQWLDOZD\VLQZKLFKQHZWHFKQRORJ\FDQKDYHDQ


See %DQJHWDOsupra QRWHDW±
)RULQVWDQFHWKH1RUWK&DUROLQDVWDWXWHGHILQHVDPDQGDWHGUHFRUGLQJDVRQHZKLFKLV
³>D@QXQLQWHUUXSWHGUHFRUGWKDWEHJLQVZLWKDQGLQFOXGHVDODZHQIRUFHPHQWRIILFHU¶VDGYLFH
WRWKHSHUVRQLQFXVWRG\RIWKDWSHUVRQ¶VFRQVWLWXWLRQDOULJKWVHQGVZKHQWKHLQWHUYLHZKDV
FRPSOHWHO\ILQLVKHG´1&*(167$7$11$ F   :HVW 6LPLODUO\XQGHU
1HZ<RUNODZWKHUHTXLUHGUHFRUGLQJLVRI³WKHHQWLUHFXVWRGLDOLQWHUURJDWLRQLQFOXGLQJWKH
JLYLQJRIDQ\UHTXLUHGDGYLFHRIWKHULJKWVRIWKHLQGLYLGXDOEHLQJTXHVWLRQHGDQGWKHZDLYHURI
DQ\ULJKWVE\WKHLQGLYLGXDO´1<&5,0352&/$:  D  0F.LQQH\ 2NODKRPD
ODZDOVRPDNHVFOHDUWKDWDFXVWRGLDOLQWHUURJDWLRQUHFRUGLQJLVQHHGHGRQO\RQFHWKHTXHV
WLRQLQJSURFHVVLRQEHJLQV³GXULQJWKHFRXUVHRIDFXVWRGLDOLQWHUURJDWLRQ>LQFOXGLQJ@WKHPDNLQJ
DQGVLJQLQJRIWKHVWDWHPHQW´2./$67$7$11WLW %   :HVW 

7DVOLW]supraQRWHDW

Id. DW±

%DQJHWDOsupraQRWHDWSee generally5HFHQW$GPLQLVWUDWLYH3ROLF\Dep’t
of Justice, New Department Policy Concerning Electronic Recording of Statements (2014)
+$59/5(9  
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LPSDFWRQLQWHUYLHZVUHIHUUHGWRE\3URIHVVRU5REHUWVDSSO\HTXDOO\LQ$XVWUDOLD
,QP\RSLQLRQDOORIWKHVHGHYHORSPHQWVDUHDQDSSURSULDWHUHIOHFWLRQRISURJUHVV
DQGWKHUHDOLWLHVRIPRGHUQVRFLHW\
,Q WKH FRQWH[W RI LQWHUYLHZV WKH DELOLW\ RI SROLFH WR VKRZ D VXVSHFW &&79
IRRWDJHRUVWLOOVRIDQLQFLGHQWDQGWRSUHVHQWWKHPZLWKIRUHQVLFHYLGHQFHGDWDIURP
VHL]HG HOHFWURQLF GHYLFHV WHOHSKRQH UHFRUGV DQG VR RQ SURYLGHV WKHP ZLWK WKH
RSSRUWXQLW\WRLPSUHVVXSRQWKHVXVSHFWWKHVWUHQJWKRIWKHHYLGHQFHDJDLQVWKLPDQG
WRREWDLQH[SODQDWLRQVDJDLQVWZKLFKDQ\VXEVHTXHQWLQFRQVLVWHQWH[SODQDWLRQVFDQ
EHWHVWHG(TXDOO\DQDFFXVHGKDVWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WREHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGWKHFDVHEHLQJ
SXWWRKLPDQGWRSURYLGHDQ\OHJLWLPDWHH[SODQDWLRQ,PSRUWDQWO\LQDMXULVGLFWLRQ
ZKHUHLQWHUYLHZVIRUVHULRXVRIIHQFHVDUHDOPRVWLQYDULDEO\UHFRUGHGRQYLGHRLW
DOVRSURYLGHVDMXU\ZLWKWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRDVVHVVQRWRQO\ZKDWZDVVDLGE\WKHDF
FXVHGEXWKRZKHFRQGXFWHGKLPVHOIDQGUHDFWHGWRTXHVWLRQVDQGHYLGHQFHSUHVHQWHG
WRKLP:KLOHGHPHDQRXUPD\KDYHLWVOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKHDVVHVVPHQWRIFUHGLELOLW\
LWUHPDLQVDUHOHYDQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQVXFKDVVHVVPHQWV
7KHYLGHRUHFRUGLQJRILQWHUYLHZVKDVHQVXUHGWKDWDOORIILFHUVPXVWFRQGXFWLQWHU
YLHZVLQDPDQQHUWKDWLVIDLUDQGZLWKRXWEHKDYLRXUWKDWPLJKWEHUHJDUGHGDVRS
SUHVVLYH7KDWLVQRWWRVD\WKDWDOORIILFHUVVXFFHHGLQWKDWHQGHDYRXUEXWIDLOXUHFRPHV
DWWKHH[SHQVHRIDQLQWHUYLHZEHLQJH[FOXGHGRUSRWHQWLDOO\GLVDIIHFWLQJDMXU\DWWULDO
$UJXDEO\RQHRIPRVWVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWVRIYLGHRUHFRUGLQJSROLFHLQWHUYLHZV
KDVEHHQWKHOHQJWKHQLQJRILQWHUYLHZV,QVRPHFDVHVWKDWRXWFRPHLVGXHLQSDUW
WRWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIHOHFWURQLFHYLGHQFHWKDWLVSUHVHQWHGWRDQDFFXVHG+RZHYHU
KDYLQJSUDFWLVHGGXULQJDWLPHRIZULWWHQUHFRUGVRILQWHUYLHZDQGVXEVHTXHQWO\
KDYLQJH[SHULHQFHGWKHDGYHQWRIYLGHRUHFRUGVRILQWHUYLHZLWLVGLIILFXOWWRHVFDSH
WKHLPSUHVVLRQWKDWJHQHUDOO\WKHUHLVVFDQWUHJDUGIRUHFRQRPLFDOTXHVWLRQLQJZKHQ
HYHU\WKLQJWKDWWDNHVSODFHLVUHFRUGHGLQUHDOWLPH7KDWLVQRWWRVD\WKDWDPHWKRGLFDO
DSSURDFK ZKLFK PD\ UHVXOW LQ D OHQJWK\ LQWHUYLHZ LV QRW DSSURSULDWH RU LQGHHG
QHFHVVDU\LQVRPHFDVHVVXFKDVFRPSOH[FLUFXPVWDQWLDOFDVHVEXWLWLVP\LPSUHVVLRQ
WKDWWKHGLVFLSOLQHHQJHQGHUHGE\WKHQHHGWRZULWHRUW\SHDUHFRUGRIHYHU\WKLQJ
WKDWZDVVDLGLQWLPHVSDVWKDV\HWWRILQGLWVDQDORJXHLQYLGHRLQWHUYLHZV
&$1$'$+21-867,&(320(5$1&(
7HFKQRORJ\LVDJDPHFKDQJHU7KHOLQHEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGVFLHQFHILFWLRQLVFRQ
VWDQWO\EHLQJUHGUDZQ:HKDYH\HWWRH[SHULHQFHWHFKQRORJ\¶VIXOOSRWHQWLDOWKRXJK
FRXUWVDFURVV&DQDGDKDYHHPEUDFHGLWDVDWRRORIMXVWLFHGXULQJWKH&29,'
FULVLV0DQ\FRXUWSURFHHGLQJVKDYHWDNHQSODFHUHPRWHO\E\DXGLRRUYLGHRFRQIHU
HQFLQJJLYHQWKHFORVXUHRISK\VLFDOFRXUWURRPV


See, e.g.%HUQLVH&DUROLQROntario to Spend $1.3M on Justice Sector Technology;
$2.7M to Victims of Violence Amid COVID-19/$:7,0(6 $SU KWWSVZZZODZ
WLPHVQHZVFRPSUDFWLFHDUHDVOLWLJDWLRQRQWDULRWRVSHQGPRQMXVWLFHVHFWRUWHFKQRORJ\
PWRYLFWLPVRIYLROHQFHDPLGFRYLG>KWWSVSHUPDFF74$+5@

$VVWDWHGE\-XVWLFH0\HUVLQJLYLQJMXGJPHQWLQArconti v. Smith216&
SDUD &DQ2QW6&- 

@
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7KHWHFKQRORJLFDOUHYROXWLRQZLOOFRQWLQXHWRGULYHFKDQJHVLQMXVWLFHDQGODZ
HQIRUFHPHQWEXWLWLVGLIILFXOWWRSUHGLFWKRZLWPLJKWFKDQJHLQWHUURJDWLRQSUDFWLFHV
:LOOVXVSHFWLQWHUYLHZVWDNHSODFHUHPRWHO\ZLWKWKHVXVSHFWDQGSROLFHLQGLIIHUHQW
ORFDWLRQV"6XFKSUDFWLFHVPD\UDLVHRWKHUSUREOHPV,WPD\EHGLIILFXOWWRFRQWURO
ZKHWKHU D SHUVRQ LQ D UHPRWH ORFDWLRQ LV FRPPXQLFDWLQJ ZLWK RWKHUV GXULQJ WKH
LQWHUYLHZ7KHUHDUHIHDWXUHVRIWKHG\QDPLFWKDWZRXOGOLNHO\EHORVWLQWKHYLGHROLQN
$VQRWHGDERYHWHFKQRORJ\DOORZVIRUHYHQWVWREHUHFRUGHGZLWKHDVH,WUHPDLQV
WREHVHHQZKHWKHUHOHFWURQLFSURFHGXUHVZLOOHYHUUHSODFHLQSHUVRQIDFHWRIDFH
HQFRXQWHUVEHWZHHQSROLFHDQGVXVSHFW
(1*/$1'$1':$/(6352)(662552%(576
%HVLGHVWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIWDSHUHFRUGLQJ DQGQRZVRPHWLPHVYLGHRUHFRUGLQJ
RILQWHUYLHZVZLWKVXVSHFWVDQGNH\ZLWQHVVHVQHZWHFKQRORJLHVLPSDFWRQSROLFH
LQWHUYLHZVLQYDULRXVLQFLGHQWDODQGFRQVHTXHQWLDOZD\V:LWKWKHDGYHQWRIGLJLWDO
WHFKQRORJLHVDQGWKHLULQFRUSRUDWLRQLQWRSDWURORIILFHUV¶XQLIRUPV ³ERG\FDPV´ DQG
PRELOHXQLWV ³GDVKFDPV´ PDQ\LQWHUDFWLRQVZLWKPHPEHUVRIWKHSXEOLF²LQFOXGLQJ
SRWHQWLDO VXVSHFWV DQG ZLWQHVVHV²LQ WKH ILHOG PD\ EH UHFRUGHG GXULQJ URXWLQH
SROLFHZRUN6XFKPDWHULDOPD\KDYHHYLGHQWLDOYDOXHDQGLQSULQFLSOHLWZLOOEHDG
PLVVLEOHLIUHOHYDQWWRWKHSURFHHGLQJV0XFKOLNHGLJLWDOUHFRUGLQJVGHULYHGIURP
RSHQVWUHHWRUFRPPHUFLDO&&79 LQZKLFKWKH8.LVDJOREDOSLRQHHU HYHQWV
FDSWXUHGRQERG\FDPVRUGDVKFDPVDUH³UHDOHYLGHQFH´GLUHFWO\DGPLVVLEOHDWWULDO
VXEMHFWWRDQ\FKDOOHQJHWRWKHLUDXWKHQWLFLW\RUFKDLQRIFXVWRG\
7HFKQRORJ\RIIHUVDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGQHZSRVVLELOLWLHVIRUFRQGXFWLQJLQYHVWLJD
WLRQV6XUYHLOODQFHWHFKQRORJLHVHQDEOHDUUHVWDQGLQWHUURJDWLRQWREHGHOD\HGLQWKH
KRSHWKDWDVXVSHFW¶VFRYHUWO\REVHUYHGFRQGXFWZLOOEHLQFULPLQDWLQJRUOHDGWR
RWKHUHYLGHQFH3URDFWLYHSROLFLQJVWUDWHJLHVKDYHEHFRPHFRPPRQSODFHLQ(QJODQG
DQG:DOHV'HYHORSPHQWVLQIRUHQVLFVFLHQFHSURPLQHQWO\LQFOXGLQJ'1$SURILOLQJ
HTXLSSROLFLQJZLWKQHZLQYHVWLJDWLYHDYHQXHVDQGSURVHFXWLRQVZLWKSRZHUIXOVRXUFHV
RIFRUURERUDWLRQIRUFRQIHVVLRQV$OWKRXJKIDOVHRURWKHUZLVHXQUHOLDEOHFRQIHVVLRQV
DUHDZHOOHVWDEOLVKHGFDXVHRIPLVFDUULDJHVRIMXVWLFHWKHZRUU\LVVLJQLILFDQWO\
PLWLJDWHGLIWKHFRQIHVVRU¶V'1$SURILOHDOVRKDSSHQVWRPDWFKFULPHVFHQH'1$
ZLWKDUDQGRPPDWFKSUREDELOLW\RIRQHLQDELOOLRQ
,QP\YLHZWKHVLPSOHVWDQVZHUWRWKLVLVVXHLV³,W¶V´:HQRORQJHU
UHFRUGHYLGHQFHXVLQJTXLOODQGLQN,QIDFWZHDSSDUHQWO\GRQRWHYHQ
WHDFKFKLOGUHQWRXVHFXUVLYHZULWLQJLQDOOVFKRROVDQ\PRUH:HQRZKDYH
WKHWHFKQRORJLFDODELOLW\WRFRPPXQLFDWHUHPRWHO\HIIHFWLYHO\8VLQJLWLV
IDUPRUHHIILFLHQWDQGIDUOHVVFRVWO\WKDQSHUVRQDODWWHQGDQFH:HVKRXOG
QRWEHJRLQJEDFN

$QGUHZYRQ+LUVFKThe Ethics of Public Television Surveillancein(7+,&$/$1'
62&,$/ 3(563(&7,9(621 6,78$7,21$/ &5,0( 35(9(17,21 $QGUHZYRQ+LUVFK
'DYLG*DUODQG $OLVRQ:DNHILHOGHGV 

5Y7VHNLUL>@(:&$&ULP>@>@:/5 (QJ 
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7HFKQRORJ\DOVRSOD\VDUROHZLWKLQWKHLQWHUYLHZLWVHOI6FLHQWLILFHYLGHQFH²RU
PRUHGXELRXVO\FODLPVWKDWLWKDVEHHQRUFRXOGEHREWDLQHG²PD\EHVLJQLILFDQW
OHYHUDJHLQSHUVXDGLQJVXVSHFWVWRFRQIHVVDQGVXEVHTXHQWO\WRSOHDGJXLOW\7HFK
QRORJ\FDQDVVLVWLQWHUYLHZLQJRIILFHUVLQFRQIURQWLQJVXVSHFWVZLWKRWKHUSRWHQWLDOO\
LQFULPLQDWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQRUHYHQZLWKWKHPHUHWKUHDWRILWLQRUGHUWRLQGXFHD
VHQVHRIKRSHOHVVQHVVDQGIRUFHWKHVXVSHFWWR³FRPHFOHDQ´)URPVRFLDOPHGLD
DFFRXQWVWRPRELOHSKRQHPHWHULQJGDWDWH[WPHVVDJHVVPDUWFDUGWUDQVDFWLRQVDQG
ZHEEURZVLQJGLJLWDOIRRWSULQWVSROLFHLQYHVWLJDWRUVWRGD\PD\VWUDWHJLFDOO\GHSOR\
DYDVWDUUD\RILQIRUPDWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVLQLQWHUYLHZVZLWKVXVSHFWV
1(:=($/$1'+21-8'*(+$59(<
7KHLQFHVVDQWJURZWKRIVRFLDOPHGLDKDVHQDEOHGJUHDWHUDQGHDVLHUFRQQHFWLRQ
7KHDELOLW\WRFUHDWHDSURILOHZLWKDIDOVHLGHQWLW\UHQGHUVVRFLDOPHGLDDQDWWUDFWLYH
IRUXPIRUERWKFULPLQDOVDQGLQYHVWLJDWLQJRIILFHUV7KHVLWXDWLRQRIDQLQYHVWLJDWRU
XVLQJDIDOVHLGHQWLW\WR³IULHQG´D)DFHERRNXVHUKDVEHHQOLNHQHGWRHQWUDSPHQW$Q
RIILFHUFRXOGHDVLO\DFFHVVDZHEVLWHDQGDVNTXHVWLRQVZKLFKPD\HOLFLWDVHOI
LQFULPLQDWLQJDQVZHU*LYHQWKHHDVHFRQYHQLHQFHDQGPLQLPDOFRVWDWZKLFK
HQIRUFHPHQWRIILFHUVFRXOGXQGHUWDNHVXFKXQGHUFRYHUDFWLYLW\LWLVOLNHO\WREHLQ
FUHDVLQJO\LQYRNHG7KLVUDLVHVFRQFHUQVDURXQGWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUWKHULJKWVRIWKRVH
TXHVWLRQHG LQ WKLV FRQWH[W WR EH XQGHUPLQHG SDUWLFXODUO\ LQ OLJKW RI WKH ODFN RI
UHJXODWLRQLQWKLVDUHD
:KLOVWDGYDQFHVLQTXDQWLW\DQGFRPSOH[LW\RIFULPHPHDQWKDWFRQFXUUHQWDG
YDQFHPHQWVLQVFLHQFHDQGWHFKQRORJ\WKDWFDQKHOSZLWKWKHGHWHFWLRQDQGSURVHFXWLRQ
RIFULPHVKRXOGEHHPEUDFHGLWLVFUXFLDOWKDWVXFKLQYHVWLJDWLYHPHWKRGVDUHDS
SURSULDWHO\UHJXODWHG
81,7('67$7(606%522.
7KHSUHYDOHQFHRIQHZWHFKQRORJ\PRRWVWKHTXHVWLRQRIZKHWKHULWVKRXOGDIIHFW
KRZLQWHUURJDWLRQVRFFXU,WVLPSDFWLVXQDYRLGDEOH*LYHQWKDWIDFWWKHJRDOVKRXOGEH
WRPDNHWKHZD\VWHFKQRORJ\DIIHFWVSROLFLQJDVWUDQVSDUHQWDVSRVVLEOHDOORZLQJWKH
SXEOLFDQGWKHFRXUWVWRXQGHUVWDQGKRZLWLVEHLQJXVHGDQGWRUHVSRQGLQWHOOLJHQWO\
7KHDYDLODELOLW\RIQHZWHFKQRORJLHVVXFKDVWUDFNLQJGHYLFHVDQGELRPHWULFFHOO
SKRQHORFNVKDVJLYHQULVHWRDQHZJURXSRIFDVHVDQDO\]LQJWKHRIWHQKD]\GLVWLQFWLRQ
EHWZHHQZKHWKHUHYLGHQFHLVWHVWLPRQLDOUHTXLULQJMiranda ZDUQLQJVRUQRQWHVWL
PRQLDOUHTXLULQJQRZDUQLQJV,QILQGLQJWKDWXQORFNLQJDFHOOSKRQHXVLQJWKH


0LFKHOOH%URZQ -DPHV0XOOLQHX[The Authority for and Limits of Covert Investigation
Methods in New Zealand1=81,96/5  

See, e.g.In re 6HDUFK:DUUDQW$SSOLFDWLRQIRUWKH&HOOXODU7HOLQ8QLWHG6WDWHVY%DUUHUD
)6XSSG± 1',OO  DIWHUQRWLQJFRXUWVDUHLQFRQIOLFWDQGFLWLQJFDVHV
WKHFRXUWJUDQWHGJRYHUQPHQW¶VDSSOLFDWLRQIRUDVHDUFKZDUUDQWUHTXLULQJGHIHQGDQWWRVXEPLW
WRDELRPHWULFVFDQWRXQORFNKLVFHOOSKRQHILQGLQJELRPHWULFVFDQVDUHQRQWHVWLPRQLDO  In re
6HDUFK:DUUDQW$SSOLFDWLRQ)6XSSG 1',OO  ³>7@KH&RXUWKROGV
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VXVSHFW¶VILQJHUSULQWVIDFHRULULVHVZDVQRQWHVWLPRQLDORQHFRXUWQRWHG³$GPLWWHGO\
WKHOLQHEHWZHHQWHVWLPRQLDODQGQRQWHVWLPRQLDOFRPPXQLFDWLRQVXQGHUWKH)LIWK
$PHQGPHQWLVQRWFU\VWDOFOHDU+HUHKRZHYHUWKHFRPSHOOHGXVHRIWKH6XEMHFW¶VELR
PHWULFIHDWXUHVLVIDUPRUHDNLQWRWKHVXUUHQGHURIDVDIH¶VNH\WKDQLWVFRPELQDWLRQ´
3UHGLFWLYHGDWDEDVHVKDYHEHHQPXFKLQWKHQHZVUHFHQWO\DVZHOOODXGHGE\
SROLFHIRUDLGLQJLQFULPHGHWHFWLRQDQGGHQRXQFHGE\FULWLFVIRULQDFFXUDF\DQG
UDFLDOSURILOLQJ7KHVHSURJUDPVLPSDFWLQWHUURJDWLRQVE\LQFUHDVLQJWKHULVNWKDW
LQQRFHQWSHUVRQVZLOOEHLQWHUURJDWHGDQGE\JLYLQJSROLFHWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRQIURQW
DOOVXVSHFWVZLWKQHZHYLGHQFH,Q$SULOWKH/RV$QJHOHV3ROLFH'HSDUWPHQW
/$3' DQQRXQFHGLWZDVHQGLQJLWVXVHRIDFRQWURYHUVLDOSURJUDPFDOOHG3UHG3RO
WKDWDWWHPSWHGWRSUHGLFWZKHUHSURSHUW\FULPHVZRXOGRFFXULQWKHFLW\7KHSURJUDP
KDGEHHQFULWLFL]HGIRUXQIDLUO\OHDGLQJWRDKHDYLHUSROLFHSUHVHQFHLQFRPPXQLWLHV
RIFRORU7KH/$3'VDLGWKHGHPLVHRIWKHSURJUDPZDVGXHWRILQDQFLDOFRQ
VWUDLQWV0RUHVXFKFRQWURYHUVLDOSURJUDPVDUHVXUHO\LQRXUIXWXUH
&21&/86,21
,QHDFKRIWKHILYHQDWLRQDOMXULVGLFWLRQVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKLV$UWLFOHZHIRXQGWKDW
WKHFHQWUDOOHJDOLVVXHVVXUURXQGLQJSROLFHLQWHUURJDWLRQDUHFRPSOH[DQGH[WUHPHO\
LPSRUWDQWIRUFULPLQDOMXVWLFHUHVROXWLRQV7KHQDWLRQVGLVFXVVHGKHUHKRZHYHU
RIWHQKDYHPDUNHGO\GLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVWRWKHVHLVVXHV)RULQVWDQFHWKHHPSKDVLV
WKDWUHTXLULQJWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIWKHILQJHUSULQWVWRWKHVHQVRUGRHVQRWUXQDIRXORIWKHVHOI
LQFULPLQDWLRQSULYLOHJHEHFDXVHWKDWDFWGRHVQRWTXDOLI\DVDWHVWLPRQLDOFRPPXQLFDWLRQ´ 
In re $SSOLFDWLRQIRUD6HDUFK:DUUDQW)6XSSG 1',OO  DWWHPSWLQJ
WRFRPSHODWKXPESULQWWRXQORFNDQHQFU\SWHGGHYLFHYLRODWHGWKH)LIWK$PHQGPHQWEHFDXVH
WKHDFWFRQVWLWXWHGWHVWLPRQLDODFWRISURGXFWLRQ &RPPRQZHDOWKY%DXVW9D&LU
  JUDQWLQJZDUUDQWDSSOLFDWLRQWRFRPSHOGHIHQGDQWWRSURYLGHILQJHUSULQWVWRXQORFNFHOO
SKRQHEXWGHQ\LQJPRWLRQWRFRPSHOSURYLVLRQRISDVVFRGHEHFDXVHSURYLGLQJDSDVVFRGHLV
WHVWLPRQLDODFWZKHUHDVSURYLGLQJILQJHUSULQWLVDQRQWHVWLPRQLDOSK\VLFDOFKDUDFWHULVWLF 

In re 6HDUFKRI>5HGDFWHG@:DVKLQJWRQ'&)6XSSG ''& 

5DVKLGD5LFKDUGVRQ $PED.DNIt’s Time for a Reckoning About This Foundational
Piece of Police Technology6/$7( 6HSW30 KWWSVVODWHFRPWHFKQRORJ\
LWVWLPHIRUDUHFNRQLQJDERXWFULPLQDOLQWHOOLJHQFHGDWDEDVHVKWPO>KWWSVSHUPD
FF+63=7@

Id.

/HLOD0LOOHULAPD Will End Controversial Program that Aimed to Predict Where
Crimes Would Occur/$7,0(6KWWSVODWLPHVFRPFDOLIRUQLDVWRU\ODSGHQGV
SUHGLFWLYHSROLFLQJSURJUDP>KWWSVSHUPDFF;=.6//&@ $SU30 

Id.

Id.

See, e.g.$QQLH6ZHHQH\Fairness, Usefulness of Gang Database Questioned as Chicago
Police Plan to Overhaul Controversial System&+,75,% 0DU$0 KWWSV
ZZZFKLFDJRWULEXQHFRPQHZVFULPLQDOMXVWLFHFWFKLFDJRSROLFHJDQJGDWDEDVHDQDO\VLV
ENFDLDPUDQFKW\E]GWPFDPVWRU\KWPO>KWWSVSHUPDFF04@
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in England and Wales on nationwide statutory standards and guidelines is striking.
Criminal justice professionals in the United States, by contrast, focus almost entirely
on review under the national Constitution.
Lawmakers and judges in Canada and New Zealand have serious concerns as
to the interrogation process in connection with undercover operations. While their
Australian counterparts have also expressed concerns, they appear to have a preference for applying general common law principles on a case-by-case basis, rather
than formulating specific rules or guidelines for particular scenarios.
With all the commentators here, there is a clear and united view that technology
is changing the entire police interrogation process. Whether developed by statute,
judicial rulings, or common practice, cameras and recording devices are certainly
changing the way in which law enforcement personnel conduct their investigations
of individual suspects.

